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which has alread i 

was confirmed, s hice a to «proviso t 

o inatin sonia asia was stter 
elivery in the. vacation 

in cases intended for trial a Autumn assizes before the Ist 

of December. An ober oe also made for closing 

on the 2ist and 22nd of June next. The committee a 

rule made by the county court judges ann 


make woe g the consideration of 
e new rules will be published in due 


they come into operation. 





Tue rassine of the Land Transfer Bill d the 
session being practically insured, paper tones among 
things, have to prepare themselves for a change, 
with registration of title, which will revolutionize some portions 
of the practice of conveyancing. After the Ist pe pay 
if the Bill passes, real estate will, on the death of an 
owner not being a joint tenant, notwithstanding any 
disposition, devolve to and become vested ig his 
representatives from time to time as if it were a chattel real 
vesting in them. We have always ed our opinion 
this change will be a valuable reform, pis | 
to consider carefully the clauses relative to it 
Bill before the measure reaches ea hey oy ng ety 
House of Commons. Our impression is that, 
excited by the provisions as to registration of 
clauses relating to the real representative have 
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2 ee pt aged id, there never was a clearer case 
m 


for a grant of pe oney that relative to the Statutory 
Committee of the Incorporated Law Society, which came before 
Commons on Tu last. The society has for 


of 
— not ag been performing judicial duties gratuitously, but 
funds 


3. 


actuall paying about £5,000 a year out of its own 
for the costs incident to the inquiries before the statutory 
committee. It would seem sufficient merely to state these facts 
demonstrate the justice of the claim made by the society, yet 
year the claim was rejected on a technical ground, and this 
= the Chancellor of the Exchequer desired that any action on 
art should be ed by a resolution in favour of the 
. ly a motion was set down in the House 
Commons in favour of the grant, and was carried by a 
majority. As a result, the In ted Law Society 
be placed in a much more eatisfactory financial position. 
about £3,000 per annum for performing the duties 
performed in the Petty Bag Office, and the new grant 
Will, we suppose, come to about £4,800 per annum. 


> 





Tue OConverancine Brix introduced by Lord Davey, which 
was down for second reading in the House of Lords on 
Thureday, has been drafted on the instructions of the 
Oouncil of the Incorporated Law Society. Its object is to 
effect a simplification of the title to real estate upon the lines 
which have been on several occasions advocated by Mr. Wot- 

(see 89 Soxicrrors’ Journat, p. 4)—viz., by making 
@ title to land similar to the title to stock ; or, as it is put in 
memorandum prefixed to the Bill, the object “is to make 
title to land approximate as nearly as circumstances permit 
the title to , and to obtain the same advantages as would 
secured under as good a system of registration of title as 
be devised, without the disadvantages incidental to a 
of owners.” The scheme of the Bill is to vest the 
— fee with absolute power of disposition in the owner 
being, leaving any equitable interests there may be 
by a system of cautions and inhibitions. Thus, 
of a settlement of freeholds it is contemplated that 
settlement will be made by conveying the fee to the tenant 
him the owner, instead of leaving him, 
t under the Settled Land Acts, with a mere power 
. The conveyance to the tenant for life will appoint 
es for the purpose of the Settled Land Acts, and an owner 
under a conveyance with such an appointment will not 
dispose of the land otherwise than for the pu 
manner authorized by the Settled Land Acts—that is, 
money will have to be paid either to the trustees 
rt, The equitable interests will usually be created by 
instrument, but in any case notice of such interest 
in the absence of a caution or inhibition, affect a 
-sravmeardl The sare Legere also ~ appointment of a real 
tive upon whom, whether the land is settled or no 
the fee will upon the death of the owner for the time bei 2 
devolve, and it will be the duty of the real representative, sub- 
ject to his power of sale, to convey the estate in fee to the person 
next entitled. It is claimed for the scheme that it will reduce 
the abstract of title to a series of dispositions of the legal estate ; 
no notice need be taken of equitable interests, and no proof will 
required of matters of pedi In short, “no evidence of 
will be required by purchasers except documents convey- 
Ped vesting the estate.” The first schedule to the Bill gives 
of abstracts of title intended to illustrate the 
which will thus be effected. In the case of exist- 
es eee tenant for life, if of full . 
be enlarged into the fee 5 so as to give such - 
ménts at once the benefits of the Bill. A purchaser will have to 
search atthe Land i Office for cautions, and if there are 
mone entered against the legal owner, or if, supposing a caution 
is @atered, the cautioner does not, within fourteen days after 


ee eee latter, proceed to enforce the caution 
pha to court for an inhibition, the purchaser will 

from all equities. The memorandum farther points 
out that the creation of securities b —s of deeds will not 
a Oe te be facilitated by the system 


z 
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We print elsewhere a leiter from a valued correspondent 
commenting — what he describes as the narrowness of 


modern judicial tendenvies, and tho opinions may differ as 
to the soundness of hisicriticisms, the letter is able and sugges- 
tive, and will be read With interest. We do not suppose that 
our correspondent really looks for the revival of the active law- 
making power of equity. The day for this has gone by, and 
there is no more opening in the © Division than in the 
Queen’s Bench Division for the introduction by a judge of 
obvious variations on the existing law. Old rules may be modi- 
fied to meet new cases, but no judge can again make such inno- 
vations as were made when tne Chancellors took to enforcing 
trusts, or created the equity of redemption, or the separate use 
of a married woman. ‘For any changes of this kind which may 
be necessary to obviate’defects in the law we must now look to 
the Legislature, and if, in the course of decision, new law 
creeps in, it is only under cover of the fiction that the courts 
are simply applying the existing law. Hence, with deference 
to our correspondent, the late Master of the Rolls was perhaps 
not far wrong when he described equitable jurisprudence as a 
crystallized system, and he was in substance only repeating 
Biackstone’s observation, a century earlier, that ‘“‘ the system of 
our courts of equity is a laboured connected system, governed 
by established rules and bound down by precedents” (Comm. 
IIT., 432). In such a case as Re Whiston’s Settlement (42 W. BR. 
327 ; 1894, 1 Ch. 661), to which our correspondent refers, it is, 
doubtless, to be regretted that the court did not see its way to a 
more elastic treatment of equitable limitations, so as to avoid 
the harsh rule of the common law that a gift toa man of real 
estate carries no more than a life estate. But there is no 
greater injustice in the case of a trust limitation of this 
nature than in the case of a beneficial legal interest, and 
the Legislature could easily alter for each case the estab- 
lished rule of construction. And we doubt whether, either in 
respect of precatory trusts or of the construction of wills, our 
correspondent’s strictures will meet with general assent. Equity 
did good service in allowing the separation of the beneficial 
from the legal interest, but it is not too much to expect that the 
creator of a trust should clearly express his intention in this 
sense ; the modern objection to p: trusts is merely aimed 
against the establishment of trusts in cases where the testator 
has, upon a fair construction of the will, left a discretion to the 
taal tain. In other words, he has not really laid the 
latter under any obligation to dispose of the property in & 
particular way. It is a plausible opinion, too, that, subject to 
certain settled rules of construction, it is more for the general 
convenience to take each will on its own merits than to burden 
the law with authorities intended to be a guide in the construc- 
tion of instruments of such various language. But though these 
considerations suggest themselves to us in connection with our 
correspondent’s letter, we are fully alive to the importance of 
the question he has raised. The. credit of the law depends 

y on the liberal spirit in which the judges expound it, and 
this spirit may and should prevail, although equity as a creative 
system no longer exists. 
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Tux Satz of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, provides, by section 
27, that anyone who shall give a false warranty in ss 
any purchaser in respect of any article of food sold by hi 
shall be guilty of an offence punishable with a fine of £20. 
In the case of Derbyshire v. Houliston, which lately came before 
Hawsxis and Waient, JJ., on appeal from a conviction under 
this section, the question was raised whether a m can be 
convicted of the offence who gives a warranty which he believes 
to be true, but which is in fact false. It appeared from the 
facts, as set out in the special case, that a summons had been 
taken out against A. for selling impure butter to the respondent. 
The summons was dismissed on A.’s proving that he bought 
the butter from the appellant with a written warranty of its 
purity. Proceedings were then taken against the ap t for 





giving a false warranty, and he was able to shew that he, on his 
part, bought the butter in the same state from B. with a 
similar written warranty of purity. The magistrate, neverthe- 
less, held that it was not necessary for the prosecution to prove 
that the appellant, when he gave the warranty, know it was 
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false, and consequently he convicted the appellant of the 
offence, subject to this case. The opinion of the magistrate, 
however, was not supported by the High Court, and the convic- 
tion was quashed. It is a general.principle of law that a 
person cannot be convicted of having committed a criminal act 
if at the time he had a bond fide belief in the existence of facts 
which, if they had really existed, would have made the act an 
innocent act ; or, in other words, there can be no conviction for 
erime in the absence of mens rea. There are, however, some 
im t exceptions to this rule. Thus, under this same 
statute it was held in Betts v. Armistead (36 W. R. 720, 20 
Q. B. D. 771) that guilty"Knowledge need not be proved in 
order to convict & n, under section 6, of selling to the pre- 
judice of the pure r an article of food not of the nature, 
substance, and quality demanded. It’ is clear that it is greatly 
for the benefit of the public that the seller of food ( y of 
bread, as in the last-mentioned case) should sell adulterated 
food only at his own peril. In Reg. v. Prince (24 W. R. 76, 2 
O. O. R. 154) it was held that a man charged with the abduction 
of a girl under sixteen years of age was properly convicted, 
although he had good reason for believing her to be over that 
age. In such circumstances, in order to young girls 
who are not of an age to protect themselves, it is undoubted! 

reasonable for the law to hold that a person can perform su 

a deliberate act as carrying off a girl.out of the — of 
her parents only at the risk of her turning out to be under six- 
teen. Again, in a recent case of The Commissioners of Police v. 
Cartman (44 W.R. 637 ; 1896, 1 Q. B. 655), it was Ga that a 
li victualler might be convicted of selling liquor to a 
drunken n, although the liquor had actually Som sold 
without his knowledge by his servant, in spite of the express 
orders of the defendant that no drunken person should be 
served. It is obvious that a contrary interpretation of the law 
would almost entirely defeat the object of the statute, which 
forbids the selling of intoxicating liquor to a drunken person. 
For whatever reasons, however, exceptions have been 
established to the rule that mens rea must be —_— the general 
soundness of the rule will be jealously upheld by the courts, 
and any addition to the number of such exceptions will only be 
made (as the judges — out in Derbyshire v. Houliston) 
where the Legislature has clearly indicated the intention that a 
man should be punished in spite of the fact that he had no 
guilty mind at the time he did the act complained of. In the 
statutory description of the act for the doing of which the 
appellant was convicted there is no such indication. On the 
contrary, there is a fairly clear indication of the opposite 
intention ; for in section 27 the offence in q is joined and 
treated together with three other offences, the very essence of 
each of which is that it is done wilfully. 





~ 


Tue ExHAUSTIVE judgment delivered by Barnes, J., in the 
recent case of Zhe Ripon City will be a valuable authority on 
maritime lien, a subject which is of great interest both 
theoretically and practically. The judgment was rendered 
necessary by the contention of the legal owners of the ship that 
& maritime lien can only arise and be enforced against a vessel 
when the legal owners are personally liable to the party seeking 
to enforce the lien. It is not a little singular that so funda- 
mental a point as the connection between the action tn rem and 
the personal liability of the owners should still be regarded as 
unsettled. How far the maritime lien itself is merely a creation 
of procedure it would not be easy to say, but at any rate since 
the judgment of the Privy Council in The Bold Buccleugh (7 
Moo. P. O. 0. 267) the lien has been recognized as an indepe- 
dent right, arising upon the occurrence of the circumstances to 
which it is due, travelling with the ship into whosesoever hands 
the ship comes, and only waiting for the action in rem to make 
it effective. The nature of the action im rem was dealt with b 
Sir Franors Jeune in The Dictator (1892, P. 304), and in - 
ance with the theory that the arrest of the ship was simply a 
means of compelling the appearance of the owners, it was held 
that, after they FS emgen. the action might be prosecuted 
against them exactly e a personal action, with the result that 
execution in the action in rem was not limited to the value of 
the ship or of the bail, but might be enforced against the owners 





personally to the full extent of their liability. The present case 
of The Ripon City was, in asense, the converse of this, the inquiry 
being whether any action i##em would lie when the wners 
were not under liability at all. But though the question 
been fully considered by Banwzs, J., it is by no means 
there being numerous cases where a ship has 
a Sonantes coments a“ where no i 
upon the owners, where, for instance, 
(The Ticonderoga, Swabey, 216). C 
y a, Swabey, 215). On the 
not attributed to we tte = act, 80 
for it does not arise w a to 
of the master (Zhe Druid, 1 W. Rob. — 
circumstances, Barnes, J., held that the li ty of shi 
withthe lisbiity 
absence of 


i 
REE 


that is, the maritime lien—ordinarily i 
of the owners, but that it arises in 
liability if the owners have allowed the 
control of persons whom peseeg? gr are 

be the owners. It is upon same principle that liens 
allowed to have precedence over mortgages where the mortgagee, 
who is the legal owner, has left the mortgagor in possession, 

in The Ripon ee ee to put the 
owners practically in the position of mortgagees. 
though the i owners had no control, a maritime lien 
arose in favour of the master in 

by him on behalf of the ship. C) 
efficacy of the present ice, under which the master is re- 
quired to draw bills of exchange, 
liable for necessaries supplied to a ship—usually 
order that the merchant supplying them may, indi 
the master’s lien, obtain the remedy against the ship which 
English law will not give him directly. It would, as 
Barvegs, J., at the conclusion of his judgment pointed out, be 
more satisfactory if the Legislature were to make definite pro- 
—. for the claims of persons who supply necessaties to 
vessels. 
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Ir 1s pointed out in Davidson’s Conveyancing that, wh 
settlement declares express trusts of one fund, and trusts 
another fund by reference to such trusts, it is desira 
that the hotchpot clause should exclude a child taking under 
appointment from pating without account, in terms which 
apply not merely to the cular fund of which trusts até 
expressly declared, but to all the settled property, so as clearly 
to give to the ee ee hotchpot clauses a cross- 
operation over the ds d in default 
appointment (see 3rd ed., vol. 3, Part I., pp. 170, 171). 
soundness of this advice is illustrated by the recent case of He 
Marquis of Bristol, Earl Grey v. Grey (re ante, p. 451) 
In that case express trusts were d @ marriage settle- 
ment, of a fund settled on behalf of the intended wife, with 
powers of appointment and a usual hotchpot clause 
the unappointed and trusts by reference to 
another sum payable under a life policy settled by 
husband. e first-named sum was, in i 
several children of the marriage unequally, 
moneys were not appointed ; and the question arose 
appointments of the first-named fund 
account or not in dividing the 
in which the trusts declared of 
fund B as if A and B together had, in 
disposed of? Hindle v. Taylor 
577, at pp. 593-4) and Trew v. 
636; 1895, A. C. 264) were cited as authority for 
tion. But these were cases of a wi in 
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to make them one. The court could not gather from the settle- | chaser would, even assuming that the stranger was cinatelle 


that there was any such intention, and it was consequently 
that the two funds must be treated as distinct ior the 


purpose of hotchpot. 
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Rarner LATE in the day, we have received further information 
with reference to the bishop’s grave at Lincoln’s-inn to which 
we recently referred. Messrs. Crickmay & Sons, of 13, Victoria- 
street, Westminster, write that ‘‘no doubt the cause of the 
burial of Bishop Lioyp in Lincoln’s-inn was the fact that he 
died in London and that he had been formerly preacher to the 
Honourable Society of Lincoln’s-inn. For some years,” they 
add, ‘‘there has been a gravestone forming part of the pave- 
ment on the outside of the railed;in crypt on which was an 
inscription similar to that mentioned in your extract. This 
stone sunk below the level of the paving and was a recep- 
tacle for a pool of mud, so that the inscription could not be read. 
The family of the late bishop, noticing the untidy state of the 
stone, instructed us to have a granite slab prepared, which 
has now been done, but on removing the upper stone and 

ing a foundation for the granite slab, another slab was 
Seana under the upper one with an inscription similar.”’ 





THE STATUTES OF LIMITATION AND REGISTERED 
LAND. 


An eminent authority on registration, Lord Turine, has 
recently expressed an opinion that the Statutes of Limitation 
ought not to apply to registered land ; in other words, that how- 
ever long a man and his predecessors in title may have been in 
possession of land, he ought to be liable to be ousted by the 
mere fact of some other person having been registered as 

prietor. Great as is the weight of Lord Tuarre’s opinion, 
we consider that it is erroneous. In this article we shall 
endeavour to shew that no inconvenience will arise by allowing 
title to “eer land being acquired by the operation of the 
Statutes of Limitation, and that, on the contrary, grave incon- 
veniences will occur if those statutes are not to apply. 

Where a man contracts to purchase land, he must ascertain 
before completion that the vendor will be able to transfer the 
ownership of the land to him; he must also ascertain that he 
will possession at the time fixed for completion, or if the 
land is subject to leases or tenancies, that-bhe will on completion 
become entitled to receive the rents, and that on the expiration 
al ig leases or tenancies he will have the right to possess the 
The inquiry as to title is entirely different from the inquiry 
as to possession, it is conducted by different persons—the one is 
made by la the other is made on the land itself by the 

or his agent. In the case of unregistered land, if the 
title is of, the result of the iuvestigation takes the 
form following: ‘‘A., with the concurrence of B., can convey 
the land—‘.¢., transfer the ownership, and the purchase-money 
has to be paid in specified shares to A. and B.” If the lend is 
" - , We arrive at the same result hy the mere inspection 


register. 
It will be observed that this result is arrived at without 
—s any inquiry as to possession ; it is arrived at in the 
case of unregistered land from the facts stated in the abstract, 
in the case of registered land from the facts known to the 
pee at the time when he made the entry on the register ; 

in either case the facts that have to be considered are facts 
antecedent to the sale. 

On the other hand, the inquiry as to possession is an inquiry 
as to the facts at the time when the sale is made. First let us 
consider the case where the purchaser is to have possession free 
from tenancies. In this case if the vendor himself is in posses- 
sion the inquiry may cease, but if a stranger is in possession it is 
necessary to make the further inquiry whether he will yield up 
possession on rn “agp If he says that he will not, the pur- 
chaser cannot safely complete, whether the land is registered 
or for as, we to a fundamental rule of English 
law, no man can be deprived of possession of land without due 


process of law, the result of completing would be that the pur- 





in ession, be forced to: bring an action to recover the land. 

f the purchase is m&@‘subject to a tenancy, the purchaser 
must ascertain that the’ ténant holds of the vendor, and that he 
is in possession of the land sold. If the tenant says that he 
does not hold of the vendor, it will not be safe to complete, as 
the purchaser will be unable to obtain the rent without an 
action ; if the tenant is not in possession of the land, it will not 
be safe to complete, because at the eu«l of the teuaucy the pur- 
chaser may not be able to acquire possession of the land without 
an action. 

We need hardly say tat the great part of the business ia 
this country is conducted on the faith ot the honesty of vendors 
—or perhaps we ought’ father to say on the faith that they will 
act honestly in cases where, if they act dishonestly, they will 
probably be found out immediately—and tiaat, therefore, no 
very elaborate inquiries as to possession are made iu practice, as 
the risk of the vendor conveying land where a substantial part 
of it is not in his jon or that of his tenant is but small, 
though we have known of such cases in practice, The real risk 
is as to small pieces of laud on the boundary haviog passed into 
the possession of the adjoining owner, and the careful valuer 
when he goes over the -Jand always makes inquiry as to the 
boundaries. 

If our view is correct, that the purchaser of registered land will 
decline to complete if he discovers that the land is in the posses- 
sion of a stranger, it does not appear that the fact of a stranger 
acquiring title by length of possession is inconsistent with regis- 
tration. The mere fact of the land being in the possession of a 
stranger who declines to give it up on completion renders it un- 
saleable. 

The proper course appears to be to enable title to registered 
land to be acquired by the operation of the Statutes of Limita- 
tion, but to provide that a person who has acquired title by means 
of the statutes should be unable to deal with tho legal estate 
until the register has been rectified and he has been placed on 
the register as owner. 

We will now discuss some of the consequences of providing 
ame the Statutes of Limitation are not to apply to registered 
and. 

Land differs from all other corporeal property, inasmuch as 
the boundaries can only be ascertained by a comparison of the 
parcels as described in the conveyance or the register with the 
land itself. On the other hand, if you sufficiently describe a 
horse or a diamond locket, so as to shew which horse or which 
locket is intended, there can be no doubt as to the boundaries. 
In the case of land it is different. No description, however 
accurate, can determine the exact position in space of the bound- 
aries. Totake a case which at first sight is clear, “‘ Brosley 
Farm, bounded on the south by the high road running from 
Oxford to London.” The question, What is the mathematical 
line that divides Brosley l'arm from the road ? can only be decided 
by usage. If you can shew that the owner of Brosley has un- 
interruptedly enjoyed the land up to a certain line for the period 
prescribed by the Statutes of Limitation the land up to that line 
belongs to him. Now, suppose that both Brosley Furm and the 
road are registered land, and that the statutes are not to apply. 
The Brosley Farm means the land which was Brosley Farm at 
the time of first registration. So that it will be necessary to 
carry our inquiries back to that time, and if the registration was 
made with title only, it may be necessary to carry it 
still further back, as at that time the only title to part of the 
land may have been a tifle exercised under the statutes. 

It has often been pointedout (ez. gr. 10 Law Quarterly Review 
366) that there are many cases where adjoining owners make 
small adjustments of their boundaries without any conveyance. 
Under the general law they each acquire title to the land that 
they take by the operation of the Statutes of Limitation, while, 
if the statutes do not operate they will never do so. It ps Be 
said that it is heir duty to take a proper conveyance or to have 
the register rectified ; but in the case to which we refer the value 
of the land is so small that any costs are prohibitory. 

There remain to be considered the cases which sometimes, 
though very rarely, occur where title to land of substantial value 
is acquired by the operation of the statutes. So far as our 
experience goes, cases of this nature arise from some blunder 
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in conveyancing, or from the parties, in order to avoid expense, 
neglecting to employ proper legal adgige, and as a rule each 
person takes the land to which he is morally entitled, and if the 
error or omission is discovered in time, a proper conveyance is 
made. If the statutes are not to apply to registered land, and 
the blunder is not discovered till after the deaths of all persons 
who could throw light on the transaction, the title of the 
registered owner would necessarily prevail Although we have 
no sympathy with those persons who are so foolish as to con- 
duct transactions of this nature without legal assistance, we feel 
that the penalty for their folly would bg too great. 

It often happens, owing to the depreciation of land, that 
an unlucky mortgagee cannot get hig interest. If he enters 
into possession he gradually acquires @ title under the Statutes 
of Limitation. If the statutes are not to apply to registered 
land, the owner of a registered charge who enters into posses- 
sion will never acquire title to the land, and owing to the rules 
of equity as to mortgagees in possession, will have for all time 
to keep his accounts as from the moment that he entered into 
possession. n! 

There is a vast consensus of opinion both among moralists 
and judges as to the beneficial effects of these statutes (see 14 
Law Quarterly Review, 362). 

The Institute, a club which we need hardly say contains most 
of the leading conveyancers, in their report (printed in the 
appendix to the report of the Select Committee on the Land 
Transfer Bill, 1895) say, ‘‘ A registered title should be sut ject 
to be defeated by the operation of the Statutes of Limitation (at 
present excluded by section 21 of the Act, which section should 
be repealed), and provision should be made to enable the regis- 
tration in proper cases of titles founded on the statute when it 
has run.” Of the thirty-one conveyancers who approved of the 
report, only two objected to this recommendation, and only one 
considered that it was absolutely fatal to the present scheme. 

The result appears to be that no possible injury to anyone 
can arise by enabling title to registered land to be acquired 
under the Statutes’of Limitation ; that if this is not allowed much 
inconvenience and expense will be occasioned, and that the 
opinion of those conversant with dealings in land is largely in 
favour of the statutes being allowed to operate. 





ESTOPPEL AS AGAINST COMPANIES. 


Tue publication of the judgments delivered in the House of 
Lords in the Veuve Monnier case (Bloomenthal vy. Ford, 1897, 
A. ©. 156) makes it interesting to refer once again to the 
remarkable course which that litigation took. As is well 
known, before Vaucnan Witxiams, J., and the Court of Appeal 
the case illustrated in a most striking way the liability of every 
allottee of shares in a company to pay their full nominal value, 
notwithstanding that the certificate issued by the company 
represents them to be fully paid, unless, of course, they have 
been paid for otherwise than in cash under a duly registered 
contract ; but the liability was enforced in such a manner as 
quite to defeat the intentions of the parties and to impose upon 
the holder of the shares a cruel and ruinous burden. In the 
House of Lords it was found to be unnecessary to apply the 
law with this strictness. Reasonable effect was given to the 
considerations which actually influenced the holder of the shares 
in allowing them to be placed in his name, and he was absolved 
from a liability which neither the company nor himself had 
ever contemplated that he should undertake. 

The facts of the case may be stated very shortly. Veuve 
Monnier et Ses Fils was a company registered in 1890 as a com- 
pany limited by shares. In February, 1894, the company 
applied to Broomentsat, who had been employed as their 
stationer, to lend them £1,000, and he verbally agreed to do so 
upon the terms that the company should give him their accept- 
ance for £1,000, and that, as collateral security, he should have 
10,000 of the company’s fully paid £1 shares. In pursuance of 
this agreement BLoomenTHAL advanced the £1,000, and received 
from the company their acceptance for that amount and ten 


certificates. b certificate stated that BLoomenTHat was the 
} registered hol nce shares each, and 
< that on each of such shares the full amount had been paid. In 


April, 1894, BLoomentuat made a further advance of £600, and 
in the same manner received’6;000 further shares as security, 
In November the company 200 of the shares at 17s. 6d. 
each, and BroomenTHaL executed a transfer to the pu 
and received from the company £20 in reduction of his loan . 
In 1895 the company was ordered to be wound up, and the 
liquidator placed Broomenruat on the list of contributories 
in respect of 16,000 shares. He applied to have his name 
struck out, and upon the hearing before Vavonan Witiams, J., 
he stated in his examination that he did not know that the 
shares handed to him were part of the unissued shares for which 
the public had not applied, and that he always believed they 
were fully paid up until December, 1894, when he was told by 
a friend that they were not. °He va oe gave notice of an 
application to have his name removed the list of share- 
holders, but the winding up occurred before the application, 
could be proceeded with. e secretary of the company, who 
was also examined on the application before Vavenay 
Wiuu1ams, J., said that the shares issued to BLooMENTHAL were 
art of the company’s unissaéd preference shares, and though 
Es did not know whether he told BroomenrHat this, he assumed 
that he understood it. Under these circumstances VaucHan 
Wits, J., refused the application, and his decision was 
affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Livpizy, Lorzs, and Riasy, 
LJJ.). 

That BiroomEenTHat, as the holder of the shares, was primd facie | 
liable to pay their full nominal value there could of course be | 
no doubt. This is a liability which everyone who allows shares 
to be registered in his name undertakes. It may be rebutted, 
however, either by shewing that the shares have been in fact 
paid up, or that they have been registered in the holder’s name 
under such circumstances that the company, and consequently 
also the liquidator of the company, is from saying that 
the shares have not been paid up. The estoppel 
ap 






























































a Applied in favour of transferees of share ‘avour 


be ' 
of the o . A transferee of shares Who takes them 
on the faith of a certificate which states that they are fully paid . 


up is completely protected by the certificate, and, unless it can 
Seon that 4; had actual knowledge to the contrary, the /, - 
company cannot afterwards allege as him that the shares NMhily 
were not paid up  aagl? v. Nicholls, 26 W. R. 819, 3 App. 
Cas. 1004), Until it was doubtful whether the 

was not confined to cases of transferees, and whether the « 

could at all be invoked in favour of an allottee. But in prin- 
ciple there is no distinction between the two cases, the. 
necessary test for the application of the es being 












tion of tha fom any. : z/ . a 
1896, 1 Ch. 100), where the allottee unc shares Gua 
were paid in full and had no reason to the contrary, the 


com ’s certificate to that effect, was i 
his ese: In that case the amount due on the shares had been 
in fact paid by the allottee, though it was intercepted before it 
reached the company. 

The sole question, —- in esc er A — Arron 
whether the liquidator of the company was, u' - 
stances, peed from alleging that the 16,000 shares had not 
been paid up. On the face of the transaction it was clear that 
BioomenTHAL never contemplated undertaking any such liability 
as the acceptance of 16,000 unpaid shares of £1 each would 
imply. He was advancing money to the company, and the 
shares were intended to operate as — for the advance, not 
to involve the lender in liability for a er and vastly og 4 
sum. Moreover the agreement with the for 
handing over of a ~ shares,” and the for the _ 
shares purported to shew e agreement in this respect had 
been complied pal dia np ag the Court of sa aa 
that the esto id not apply. Briooxeyrmat, 

knew that ney shares were the company’s shares, and that he 


WitiiaMs, J., had gone further, and had held that Broomzn- 


THAL actually knew that he was allottee of the shares, and that 














the shares were not paid for. Luvpiey, LJ, was content to 
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leave it as a matter of inference. BioomentTuat did not know, | tionary power, he did i not Biiek this was a case in which they ought 
but if he had reasoned the transaction out, he must have come | to shrink from the of that power. The Lord Chancellor 


to the conclusion that the shares were not paid, and the know- 
to which he would thus have attained was the knowledge 
ought to be attributed to him. The same view was taken 
by Lorzs and Ricsy, L.JJ., though not without regret at the 
serious consequences for BroomznTuat. His honesty in saying 
that he did not know that the shares were not paid up was 
admitted; but the honesty of the statement went for nothing 
when opposed to the inference which in the view of the court he 
t to have drawn from the known facts. 
judgments in the House of Lords allow far more weight 
to the representation of the company, and to the belief which 
such representation actually prod in BioomenTHat’s mind, 
and far less to the inference which, had he thought out the 
whole matter with the acuteness of a trained lawyer, he might 
have been expected to draw. ‘It appears to me,” said Lord 
Hatszvry, C., ‘‘ that the company who obtained his money upon 
the distinct representation that what they were about to give 
him were ‘ id up shares,’ obtained it by a misrepresenta- 
tion of a fact w e had a right to believe and act upon ; 
and, in my view, he did believe and did act upon, and parted 
with his money upon the belief that he had got that security.” 
In the view of the law lords the decision of the Court of Appeal 
sested upon two fundamental errors. Buoomznruat, after he 
had received a specific representation from the company thet he 
was to have fully paid shares, was entitled to act upon it 
without careful examination whether it could be true or not, 
and even if he had carefully examined it, it was by no means 
necessary that he should have come to the conclusion that it 
bray not — “‘T cannot think,” said no gg HERScHELL, 
wv. an unéquivocal statement is made one 
to another of a ed Tact, Jn e a os - 
can get Of the estoppel which arises from another 
M acting upon it by saying that if the person to whom he 
fe the statement had reflected and thought all about it he 
would have come to see that it could not be true.” And while 
the notion that Broomentuat ought to be punished because he 
did not follow out in imagination all the consequencesof accepting 
shares from the company was thus scouted, Lord Hatssury 
and Lord Herscueti and Lord Macyacuren all agreed that, 
even if he had thought carefully about the matter, it was not by 
any means essential that he should come to the conclusion that 
the shares could not have been fully paid up. Various modes 
were suggested in which the company might have had the 
control of fully paid shares for the purpose of borrowing money 
upon them—where, for instance, a person entitled to fully paid 
‘is desirous of helping the company by placing the shares 
at ite disposal for this purpose—and as soon as the possibility 
of such a state of things is admitted, the reasoning upon which 
the decision of the Court of Appeal was based falls to the 
. In the result, therefore, Te ocamnitins: was held to be 
entitled to the benefit of the estoppel as against the company, 
and the extremely harsh liability which had been imposed upon 
him by Vavenan Witt1aMs, J., and the Court of Appeal was 




















LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 

Deruntion or Jurtes.—The Juries Detention Bill, which has 
the House of Commons, has, on the motion of Lord CoLzE- 
been read a second time in the House of Lords, but at a later 

yy pa ly undergo considerable alteration. As it stands, 
= _ — upon —— - felony we court may, -* see 
to separate for the purposes of rest and refreshment, 

but RussEL.L or KILLOWEN took tion to this restriction on 
the discretionary of the court. In the middle of the trial, he 
fant ight be taken ill, or might be compelled to 

purpose of the attendance of a witness; or other 
circumstances might make it reasonable that the jury should be 
allowed a brief interval to go to their homes. None of these cases 
would be covered by the language of the Bill. As to the objection 
— giving this discretionary power to the judge, he thought the 
was this—that, if there were cases in which it was 

right that the jury should be allowed to separate and cases in which 
it would not be proper, he could not see who was to exercise the 


@iscretion unless it were the judge who had all the circumstances 
before him. Little as the j 


es cared to have increased discre- 


agreed that the above limitation on the discretionary power was im- 

proper, but he was in favour of introducing an exception in capital 
cases, and he sug that the House would at a later stage have 

seriously to consider whether or not on trial by jury of a person whose 
life was at stake, and who was of considerable means, it 
would be desirable to leave the discretion to the judge rather than to 
make it part of thelaw. It might be worth everything to the person to 
procure disagreement among the jury; and he might cause the jury 
to be shadowed in some way or other, in order that by the expendi- 

ture of a large sum of money he might bring about such a disagree- 
ment. The possibility of such a temptation ought not be presented. 
When the Bill got into mittee, he should move amendments 
directed to this and other points. At present the only question was 
whether the Bill should be read a second time, and as he entirely 
agreed with the general object of the Bill he supported the second read- 
ing. Lord HERSCHELL said that he agreed that the Bill should be read 
a second time, and that in Committee it would require consideration. 
The point mainly was whether they should in all cases leave it to the 
discretion of the Judge, or whether there was a certain class of cases 
in which the present system should continue. He did not intend to 
express an opinion about it, although he did not see that there would 
be — objection to excluding cases of murder from the scope of 
the Bill. 








REVIEWS. 
PRACTICE OF THE SUPREME COURT. 


A MANUAL OF THE PRACTICE OF THE SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE 
IN THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND CHANCERY Divisions, INTENDED 
FOR THE USE OF STUDENTS AND THE PROFESSION. By JOHN 
INDERMAUR, Solicitor. SEVENTH EprTion. Stevens & Haynes. 
With respect to this useful manual it is necessary to do little more 

than refer to the fact that it has now reached the seventh edition. 

The first edition was published in 1878, and the steady demand which 

has called for successive editions is the best evidence of the popularity 

which it has attained. To students it is extremely useful to have a 

work thus setting out succinctly and in clear language the outlines 

of the procedure obtaining in the Supreme Court, and, moreover, 

Mr. Indermaur has not indulged an idle hope in suggesting that the 

book will be of service also to practitioners. The ‘‘ Annual Prac- 

tice,” backed up by the reference to the reports, is, of course, 
essential when any special point has to be investigated, but some- 
thing less than this is often sufficient, and the practitioner will find 
the ordinary routine of an action very conveniently set forth here. 

We are still waiting for the promised new rules, and since the last 

edition no very considerable changes have been effected, but Mr, 

Indermaur has carefully incorporated such new matter as has arisen. 

He refers, for instance, to R. 8. C., ord. 16, r. 1, in the new form 

which has recently been introduced so as to avoid the difficulty 

placed by Sm ite v. Hannay (43 W. R. 113; 1894, A. C, 494) in 
the way of joining plain o are suing in respect of the same 
transaction, though with different causes of action; and he describes 
the practice in regard to paying money into court under the Life 

Assurance Companies ar basing into Court) Act, 1896. This new 

edition will be as serviceable as its predecessors. 
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Castle on Friday in order to receive the honour of knighthood at the hands 
of the Queen on their recent appointment as judges. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
MODERN JUDICIAL TENDENCIES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—It is a common opinion that the decisions of modern judges 
are founded upon broader and more liberal princi than those of 
their predecessors. But the grounds of this opinion are never stated, 
and F incline to think that it is altogether erroneous. The modern 
judicial tendency seems to me to be distinctly in the opposite 
direction. And I proceed to give some illustrations of its narrow- 
ness. - 

1, The excellent maxim, est boni judicis ampliare jurisdictionem, has 
ceased to prevail even on the Chancery side. feel Ellesmere, or one 
of his immediate successors, acting on that maxim, created the equity 
of redemption; and for some two hundred years afterwards the 
Chancellors (notwithstanding Selden’s taunt about the of 
their feet, and the roguishness of equity) did not hesitate to create 
other equities innumerable, to the t advan of the le. 
What would Lord Ellesmere have done with a bill by an infant 
reversioner for maintenance out of his reversion? Would he have 
told the plaintiff to apply to the o of the P that there 
was no jurisdiction ? And if Lord Ellesmere would have done other- 
wise, why should not a modern Chancery judge do otherwise? It is 
true that so distinguished and courageous a judge as the late Master 
of the Rolls has spoken of equitable juri as a crystallized 
system, but he, as a comparatively modern judge, could not wholly 
escape from the narrowing spirit which has dominated his suc- 
cessors. 

2. Consider the position at the present day of what are called pre- 
catory trusts. These.the judge of to-day declines to enforse, on the 

und that they bind only the conscience of the trustee. In the 
ys of Richard the Second Bishop Waltham assumed jurisdiction 
to enforce trusts on that very ground—viz., that they bound the 
conscience of the legal owner. e modern attitude towards trusts 


of this description is in direct opposition to the principle on which | ® 


the bishop himself—the founder of trusts—acted. It is equivalent to 
negation in principle of the possibility of the existence of an enforce- 
able trust. 

3. Even the common law judges of former times declined to admit 
that words of limitation were required in a will fur the purpose of 
path an estate of inheritance. They were satisfied with an in- 

ication that the testator’s intention was to pass such an estate. 
The Chancery judges and doctors of former times held that a like 
indication in a deed was sufficient to pass an equitable estate of 
inheritance. But that is all changed now: see Re Whiston’s Settle- 
ment (1894, 1 Ch. 661), which is an especially remarkable illustration 
of narrowing tendency, because it was decided by so learned and wise 
a judge as Mr. Justice Chitty, and because he was not obliged to 
decide it as he did. 

4. Nothing is more common than to find in a judgment upon the 
construction of a will some general observations upon the duty to 
decide the question according to the intention of the testator. Some- 
times these observations run to great length, and occasionally they 
ungenerously imply or express disapproval of a supposed former 
tendency to decide such questions without regard to intention. 
When or how or by whom in particular that tendency was mani- 
fested I have never been able to ascertain. In theory, at “ef rate, 
the testator’s intention has always been the guiding ing principle, though 
of old there was certainly apparent a prudent ion—now 
rapidly, and, as I think, unfortunately, disap —to give effect to 
mere guessesat his meaning. It is truethatthere were, andstill are, some 
rules applicable to the construction of a will which were established 
with a view to the simplification and systematization of this difficult 
branch of law—rules founded upon what might be presumed to be 
or to be likely to effectuate the common intention of testators, in default 
of the expression of a definite and particular intention. The i 
notion at present is to treat these rules with contempt. But how is 
that notion consistent with due to the law, which in this 
country is as much the creation of j as of the Legislature ? 
How is it consistent with due to the convenience of mankind, 
which is served by fixity of established rules of law, and is hindered 
by its fluctuations and uncertainties, not less when the problem to be 
solved is the construction of a will than when it is the construction 
of a statute P 

5. So again, when the point involved upon the construction of a 
will is of a nature which cannot be referred to — rule, the 
citation of an authority or decided case is scouted as it 
were an impertinence. But the case is not (or t not to be) cited 
as an authority upon the point; it is (or should be) cited as an illus- 
tration of the~mode in which the point ht to be dealt with, 
because in it s similar point was dexit with by some older judge— 

a 


indolence, but #4 suggests both. And assuredly also 
creneenee i alechans coniciog tah anmtontialen tae tas knee 
multiply actions, and to increase costs. 


I could give other instances of what I conceive to be the narrow- 
ness of modern judicial tendencits, but I have said a ort 
purpose. . G. D. 





BILLS OF SALE LAW ADMENDMENT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—In the Queen’s Speech at the of the present Session 
promise was made of the introduction of t Bills for the 
amendment of the law of Bills of Sale and of Land Transfer. 

Now, we have heard a Sent ebent Land Sseneee bat nothing 


to Bills of Sale Law ent. Do you know what has become 
of the latter subject ? Joun Mirren & Son. 
Bristol, May 11. 


[We are not aware that any Government Bill has been introduced 
on the subject.—Eb. 8.J.] 
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Court of Appeal. 
REMMINGTON v. SCOLES, No. 2. 
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is unttue: The court will not/*trike out a pleading merely on 
ground.’ But if the court seés thatthe facts are not really in dispute, 
that the defence which has been put‘in has no relation to the merits 
the case, but is a mere sham defence, then, of course, the court has 
uriediction, and in such a case I think it ought to exercise its juris- 

to have that sham defence taken off the file. I think thisisa 
case clearly of that kind, and on that ground I think the decision of 

» Jey Ought to be upheld.—Counset, Frank Russell; George P. C. 
. Soxicrrors, George Clark ; Darley § Cumberland. 


(Reported by R. C. Macxewzt#, Barrister-at-Law.! 


FITZGERALD v. FIRBANK. No. 2. 10th May. 


Excivsivs Ricur or Fisnrinc—Grant or Lease or—Construcrion— 
‘ Pottvtion or StreAM—'TREsPass—DAMAGES. 


This case raised an interesting question as to the effect of a grant of an 
exclusive right of fishing. The action Was ‘brought by the plaintiffs, the 
trustees of the True Waltonian Society, for an injunction to restrain the 
defendant from polluting the rivers Chess and Colne with London clay, 
gravel washings, and other suspended matter, so as to injure the plaintiffs’ 
fisheries, and for damages. The plaintiffs derived their title to the 
fisheries under two leases, dated respectively the 25th of March, 1891, and 
the 27th of April, 1895, from Lord Ebury and Mr. Shakell, by each of 
which the lessees were ted an exclusivé right of fishing within certain 

ms of the. river Colne in Hertfordshire, to the extent of fair rod and 

ine angling, with power to net for fish ‘bait. The lessees also agreed to 

keep down the weeds in the river, and to attend to the banks and to stock 
with fish, and they had in fact expended considerable sums in so stocking 
the river. Kekewich, J., by whom the action was tried, found as a fact 
that the defendant had caused stuff to be disc into the river to the 
injury of the fish, and also that the fish were not, as they should be, on the 
spawnitig beds, so as to produce fry for the next season, and that an 
injury had been done to the spawning beds, and these findings were not 
by the appellants. The learned judge refused to grant an 
, as the defendant’s wrongful acts had come to an end, but 
the plaintiff £130 damages and costs. The casein the court below 


a ante, p. 127. The defendant appealed, but the appeal was 
with coste 


Low1ay, L.J., referred to the facts, and said that the real question for 
what was it that was granted by the words ‘‘an exclusive 
”? Counsel for the appellants had argued that that did 
it to take away the fish when caught, but no authority 

for that proposi had been brought kefore the court. His lordship 
referred to the case of Smith v. Kemp (2 Salkeld 637), where it is said that 
“* libera piscaria is where the right of fishing is granted to the grantee, and 
hath a property in the fish, and may b a sessory 

them wi g any title.” A right of fis herefore 
take away fish. Such a right was something a good 
éasement. It was of such a nature that the per- 


a 
son who enjoyed it had such possessory rights as to entitle him to bring 
an at common law. t 


en 
He G the plaintiff's title to fish, but he had 
done that which would prevent the plaintiffs from exercising their rights 
acts of the defendant had. damnified the plaintiffs to this 
he had driven away the fish. Was that a damnum sine 
It could not be so if the plaintiffs had such rights as his lordship 
)What right had the defendant to foul the river to the 
body who had ss inthe river? In his lordship’s opinion 
had none, and the decision appealed against must be 
and the appeal dismissed with costs. 
Lorzs. and Riony, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect.— 
UNSBL, Bramwell Davis, Q.C., and Kenyon Parker ; Warrington, Q.C., and 
Ashton Cross. Sorscrtons, Bircham § Co. ; Arthur Price. 


{Reported by W. Scorr Tuompsoy, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re MONTAGU, DERBISHIKE v. MONTAGU. No. 2. 12th May. 


Jeénispicrion—Setrriep Lann—Lonpon LEasgHoLps—Rarsinc or Mongy 
By Trustess on Mortcace ror Purpose or ResvitpInc—PerMaNnENntT 


ENEFIT. 
Appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (reported ante, p. 350, and 45 
- B. 380). The trustees of a settlement took out an originating summons 
for the determination of the following questions: (1) Whether, in the 
opinion of the court, it will be for the benefit of the infant defendants (and 
others as therein stated) that the mess and premises, Nos. 82, 83, and 
82a, = and No. 130, e anne in the parish of St. 
George's, over-square (being part of the property comprised in the 
settlement), should be taken down and rebuilt at @ cost not exceeding £8,500, 
to be saisod by « mortgage of the whole or part of the property comprised in 
the ; (2) whether the plaintiffs were at liberty to raise the sum 
not. exceeding £8,500 required for the purpose of such taking down and 
rebuilding reer ead a part or the whole of the property; (3) costs. 
settlement was, 'y, in favour of Philip Montagu for life, and on 
for his children as he snouid appoint, and in default of appoint- 
children in equal shares. It was proposed to pull down the 
long leaseholds, which were old and out of date, and 

the site, which was an important corner, first-class shops, fitted 
modern requirements. There was no power in the settlement 
the trustees to do this, though they had power to obtain renewed 
time to time, of the premises from the lessors, the Corporation 
of the City of London, and were at liberty to raise by sale or mortgage of 
‘the Soap saan a should be = to meet the fine _ oe 

‘expenses of uding the costs of repairing, reinstating, or rebuild- 
The premises surrendered and a fresh lease taken from the | 
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Corporation for a term of eighty years from the 25th of March, 1894, with- 


out any fine. The parties td ication were the two trustees, the tenant 
r for life and his wife, and two infants, children of the tenant for life. It was 
estimated that the proposed improvement would increase the saleable 
value of the property from £19,000 to £32,000, and its rental in proportion. 
Kekewich, J., held that the court had no jurisdiction to sanction the 
raising of money by mortgage of the settled land for the purpose of pulling 
down and rebuilding houses thereon, even though the value of the settled 
land would be greatly increased thereby. ‘The defendants, the tenant for 
life and remaindermen, a: 4 

Tus Covurr (Linpiey, zs, and Riasy, L.JJ.) dismissed the ap 

Lrxyoxey, L.J., said that none of their lordships would say that they had 
jurisdiction. Parliament had ‘never gone so far as to cure this blot on the 
jurisdiction. If the partiesshad been of age they could have done it 
themselves, but no authority¢vent the length of saying that the court could 
sanction it. Frith v. Caméfon,19 W.R. 886, L. R. 12 Eq. 169 went to 
the very extreme, but not far enough. With regard to Hibbert v. Cooke, 1 
Sim. and 8S. 552, his lordship did not understand the principle on which it 
was decided. He etted the state of the law, and the result was that the 
appeal must be dismissed with costs. 

Lorgs, L.J., said he had very little doubt that if this could be done, an 
increase of income would be secured. It was perfectly clear that there was 
no provision in the settlement for it, and no power could be got from the 


Settled Land Acts. It was aid that the court had power, because it would 
be vastly for the benefit of eR TONE, Dut is Tonto ot Chink That 
gh. Kay, S:-pointed-ont-tn Re Jackson, Jackson v. Talbot, 

isable 


ou Y, oes 
3 . R. Dig. 204, 21 Uh. D. 786; that the jurisdi 
in cases of actual salvage, and this could no 








an t be so. Kekewich, J., was 





assum ag a ju CICuLen “a B COUrL G A not possess. 
Riesy, L.J., was of the same opinion. If the Chancery Division had 
jurisdiction, it must be conferred by Act of Parliament, and must not be 
assumed. Section 70 of the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881, 
was not intended to make the exercise of the jurisdiction any less careful 
than it was before. 

Appeal dismissed.—Counset, Warrington, Q.C., and H. E. Wright; 
T. A. Nash ; B, B. Rogers. Soricrrons, Cree § Son ; Wood, Bigg, § Nash. 


[Reported by W. Sua.ticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.} 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
NICHOLSON v. BROWN. Stirling, J. 5th, 6th, and 7th May. 
Speciric PerronMANCE—ALTERNATIVE CLAIM—AMENDMENT OF PLEADINGS. 


This was an action to enforce an agreement by the defendant to accept 
a lease of a shop known as Robinson’s Premises in Blyth. The defendant 
declined to take the premises, and the plaintiff issued the writ in the 
action. Subsequently to the issue of the writ the plaintiff’s solicitors 
wrote to the defendant renewing the offer, and saying that if the defendant 
declined to accept the plaintiff would let the and limit his claim 
to damages. The defendant did not accept offer, and the tiff let 
the premises. When the case was o on behalf of the tiff it was 
stated that the claim would be limited to damages. The pleadings, how- 
ever, had not been amended, and no leave to amend was at this 
stage of the case. On the close of the plaintiff’s case an objection was 
taken on bebalf of the defendant that the claim for specific performance 
having failed through the plaintiff's own act, and the plaintiff's case 
having been closed without leave to amend being asked, the claim for 
damages must fail too. This objection was based on the decision in Hip- 
grave v. Case (28 Ch. D. 366, 33 W. R. Dig. 52). Stirling, J., decided, 
without prejudice to the objection, to hear the defendant’s witnesses. In 
his reply the counsel for the plaintiff asked leave to amend. 

Sree, J.—An objection has been taken on behalf of the defendant, 
based on Hipgrave v. Case, and I have to dispose of that objection. I am 
asked to give leave toamend. Now, Hipgrave v. Case was decided in the 
Court of Appeal, and it seems to me that their decision was based on the 
fact that no application for leave to amend was made at the trial in the 
court below. In the present instance the learned counsel for the plaintiff 
has asked for leave to amend. Ought I to give leave? And, assuming 
that I ought, on what terms? The first question is whether any injustice 
will be done by granting leave. I haye had before me every witness who 
could give evidence on any material point except one. It is possible that 
in one view of the case there may be absence of evidence as to the damage 
incurred by the defendant in that particular case. If anything were to 
be done now which would shut out the defendant from being able to 
adduce such evidence I should refuse to grant this application. I cannot, 
however, see that any injustice can be done to defendant by the 
absence of evidence on this question of damage if this question of 
be reserved. Then, as to the terms on which leave will be granted, I 
give leave to amend provided that the defendant is to be in such a posi- 
tion as to be able to avail himself of e means of defence which would 
have been open to him if this action been an action at common law 
for .—CounseL, Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Scott Fox; P. Beale, 
Q.C., Jason Smith. Souscitons, Torr § Co., for T. §¢ R. Nicholson, 
Morpeth ; 4. A. Nowell, for R. Jacks, South Shields. 


{Reported by J. I. Sriatine, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re BALD, BALD v. BALD. Byrne, J. 8th May. 


Conruict or Law—Scotce Law—Domicttr—GeneraL Powzr or Appornt- 
'REDITORS. 





18) summons by the trustees of John Bald, late of Monzie 
Castle, near , to have it determined to whom a sum of £2,000, part 
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of the estate, belonged. John Bald made s.teust disposition and settle- 
ment in 1879 in Scotch form, called in the easé! his ‘‘ will,’’ with codicils 
(the last in 1884), ‘and thereby settled shares. of residue upon his children. 

with power to apportion such shares respectively among their children and 


‘‘ with power to dispose by way of legacy to the extent of £2,000 sterl 
thereof to any other persons my said children may choose.” " John 

died in June, 1885, and his will and codicils were proved in d. He 
left several children, one of whom was Edward William . In 1807 


E. W. Bald borrowed from his brother, R. B. Bald, £2,000 u a 
written promise to pay back the advance by a legacy in his will. He also 
borrowed of J. B. Harvey a sum of £500 u similar 

will, made in 1890 in English form, after 
ment aforesaid, E. W. Bald directed that im the event 

indebted to J. B. Harvey at his death, and of his general 
insufficient to pay such indebtedness in full,-the trustees of 
will should stand possessed of so much of the £2,000 as should 
to make up the amount of the deficiency of his estate in 
Harvey in payment of the debt due to him. He made a 

with to the debt due to R. B. Bald. These debts were still 
at his death. He died insolvent, the Bank of Liverpool (Limited), 
the defendants, being one of his creditors. The other defendants 

the executrix of E. W. Bald, and R. B. Bald and J. B. Harvey. It 
admitted that John Bald was at the date of his will a domiciled Scotch- 


EH 


were 
was 


Scotch law, the exercise of the power of appointment by E. W. 
not make the £2,000 assets for his creditors, whether he was a Scotchman 
at the date of his will or not. It was contended for R. B. Bald and J. B. 
Harvey that the law of Scotland applied, and that the appointments were 


valid. For the bank it was said that the English law applied, and that the 
exercise of the power made the legacy general assets. tees 
further contended that even if the law did apply, as the appoint- 
ment was for value, it was valid against the creditors; but it became un- 
necessary to decide this question. 

byaznz, J., held that as the appointment was under a power created by 
the will of a domiciled Scotchman, the Scotch law ap » and conse- 


quently the appointments were valid, and the legacy was not creditors’ 
assets.—CounsEL, Hughes; Eve, Q.0., and Dauney; H. Wace; Astbury, 
Q.C.,and 0. FE. E. Jenkins. Sorscrrons, FE. F.§ H. Landon ; C. W. Dommett 


& Sons ; Batesons, Warr, § Wimshurst (Liverpool); Alsop, Stevens, Harvey § | f 


Crooks (Liverpool). 
{Reported by Nevitie Tessurr, Bazrister-at-Law. } 


COLEMAN ». BUCKS AND OXON UNION BANK. Byrne, J. 5th May. 


Banker AND Customern—Trust Monry—Norice or Trust—PayMENT OF 
Trust Monzy Tro Current Account. 


This was an action in which the plaintiffs sought a declaration that 
the defendant ,bank was liable to make good the sum of £1,411 2s. 2d., 
with interest. The facts of the case are as follow: James Gurney, who 
had a private banking account at the Chesham branch of the defendants’ 
bank, was the sole surviving trustee of the will of Thomas Bovingdon, 
who died in 1878. In 1892 a sum of £1,411 2s. 2d., forming part of the 
trust estate, was paid by certain solicitors, under Gurney’s direction, 
into the High Wycombe branch of the London and County Bank, with 
instructions to credit Gurney’s account at the Chesham branch of the 
defendants’ bank with the amount. The defendants were advised at 
their branch bank at Chesham by their London agents, the London and 
Westminster Bank, of the receipt of a sum of £1,411 2s. 2d. by an advice 
note, which was as follows: ‘‘ Un whose account—James Gurney (caust); 
By whom paid—Parker & Williams, High Wycombe. 41,411 2s. 2d.’’ 
The money was placed to the credit of Gurney’s account, and he was 
advised of the fact in the usual way. The bank admitted that 
he was aware that the money was paid into the bank in respect of a trust 
account, but he stated that without instructions from his client, he did not 
feel justified in opening a separate account. Gurney never gave any 
instructions for the opening of a trust sccount, At this time Gurney 
was in a large way of business, and by an t with the bank was 
allowed, in t of certain deposited securities, to overdraw to the 
extent of £2,000. At this time his account was overdrawn to the extent 
of £1,694 lls. 1d. The trust money was applied by the bank to the 
reduction of the overdraft. In 1895 Gurney was adjudged a bankrupt, 
and the plaintiffs were appointed trustees of the will. 

Byrne, J., held that the bank were, under the circumstances, 
liabie to make good the loss, and dismissed the action.—Counsg., Eve, 
Q.C., and Zanner ; Birrell, Q.0., and Procter.’ Soxicrrors, Letts Brothers, 
for Parker § Williams, High Wycombe; H. P. $ J. H. Codd. 

[Reported by J. Anraur Price, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Winding-up Cases. 
Re LONDON METALLURGICAL CO. (LIM.). Vaughan Williams, J. 
10th May. 


Company — Winpine-urp — Depenturge-Hotpers Action — Taxation — 
Liqurpator In Boru Procersptncs—ActTions aGAInst CoNTRIBUTORIES. 


This company was being wound up, and there was also an action on 
the part of the debenture-holders to enforce their security, which covered 
the uncalled capital of the company. The liquidator was the same in 
beth Seneeentngs. The liquidator bad taken out a summons obtained 

au 


and 
an order from han Williams, J., dated 29th , 1894, au 
hisp. & qunenal ferme $0 fake proceedings to. get ke ead enna 








would be disallowed.—Counsgi, Ingle Joyee ; 
Lush. Soxscrrors, Solicitor to the Board of Trade; 
(Reported by C. W. Muzap, Barrister-at-Law. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division, 
DERBYSHIRE (Appellant) ». + (Respondent). Div, Court 


Foop ApvuLTrERaTiIon — Butrer— Fatse Warranty —‘‘ Mans Rea’’— 
Satz or Foop anp Daves Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 63), s. 27. 
This was an appeal by case stated from a conviction under section 27 
of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875. The case set 
facts: The appellant purchased a quanti 

in writing 


z 


appellant and received from 


y the 
with a written warranty, and the summons was dismissed. bah ao ome 
then took against t under section 27 of Act 

ven @ false warranty 


P 
article of food proved that 

le 0 80 him. The he had 
the better trams Malina walkie eaiiae as t 
** Pure Irish Butter,”’ and the 
appellant sold it he had no reason to think the butter was of other quality 
than that which had been warranted. pipes rete Bey mse Sn 
Se ee ee ee to these 
caotiaes te tae neal Se in 

@ present G wat annecomary to prove that the appellant, 

when he gave the warranty to Hopkins, knew that it was false, and that 
the facts proved the t 
by section 25 of the Act. 
that the conviction was bad and onght to be 
intention was part of the offence, and there was no evidence here 
false warranty had been wilfully given. 
viction argued contrd, and submitted that the defence set up under section 
25 was bad, because that section did not apply to 
In this case the prosecutor was 
the butterfrom the appellant 
wi 
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in cases where the had very clearly indicated that | (4) if the interest extended ae pedmnetor wassemer yep af ome! ey age AL 
to punish a man for a offence of which he was not | the principal value of an add to the property equal to the income to whi 

. He had come to the conclusion that under 27 of | the interest extended.” Not admitted that passed, or, what is the 
of 1875 a man could not be convicted of the offence of @ | same thing for present purposes, that property is to be to have 
he knew at the time he did so | within the ing of the statute, on the death of the second Earl ley, 


back to the magistrate for the conviction to be quashed. 
a noliaual te Gee eeatot Sherras v. 


° . 
oe Ww. pe 1895, 1 Q. B. 918), where, in the judgment he then 


, 
‘ 


support of the proposition thet water ta ih Le. ledge 7 

& mens Téa, tention, or Ww. of 

the of the Act, was an essential in every offence, unless that 

ey wenceaty Geplncel by the bags Sf -s Se 
: a guilty knowledge was a necessury element of the offence with w 

was indicated by the use of the word “ false,”’ 

a know. of falsity,'of the warranty. It was further 

indicated on the principle of noscitur a sociis, The offence was set out in 

the same section with other offences, all of them requiring a guilty know- 

ieee © be poured Appeal allowed.—Counsaz, C. A. Russell, Q.C., and 

; Lawson Walton, Q.C., and Reginald Brown. Soxicrrors, Crowders 

in, Raby, ¢ Beckton, Manchester; Austin ¢ Austin, for 
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[Reported by Ersxixe Rew, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re ESTATE DUTY PAYABLE ON THE DEATH OF THE SECOND EARL 
COWLEY. Div. Court. 11th May. 


Bavencve—Estats Dury—Depvuctions ror Inctumprances—Mortcaces BY 
aoe nam Lar anv RumatnpeRMan—F nance Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. 
c. 30), 8. 7. 

-_ Petition under section 10 of the Finance Act, 1894, by way of aj 

from the decision of the Commissioners of Inland Revenue. Under @ 

made by the will of the Earl of Mornington (who died on the 
25th of July, 1863) certain estates were limited (subject to annuities of 
which one still subsisted) to the first Earl Cowley for life, with remainder 
to the second Earl Cowley for life, with to the third Earl (the 
tail. The first Earl died in the year 1884, and the petitioner 
enty-one years on 14th of January, 1887. On 
and the petitioner executed a disentailing deed 
tment over the settled estates, 


i subject thereto estates were to the second Earl for life 
of restoration of his previous life estate), with remainder to the 


in tail (subject to a jointure of £2,000 to the second Countess 

and a power of jointuring to the petitioner). The second Earl had mort- 
gaged his life estate to secure various annuities and capital sums, the 
uired for redem being about £150,000. By a 
ee ot thet joint a orinted and, ron Tog SY me “" 
power, a acco to their interests, 

ping apace <a ctemaaapade frog insurance com to secure £210,000. 
Ot gum £197,000 was paid to the second Earl or his mo and 
the balance to the petitioner. In consideration of the petitioner having 
resettlement was executed on the 9th June, 
under which a new joint power of appointment was given to the 
mer, the estates were c with 
petitioner during the life of the second Earl 
amounting to about £3,000, and subject, thereto were limited to the second 
Earl and the petitioner successively for life, with remainder to the issue of 
in tail. Under several deeds of further charge the aggre- 

gate debt to the insurance company was raised to £230,000, of which 


and the whole contention has been as oe eee eee ere oy 
arising from the cesser of interest ceasing on his death. It has 
admitted by the Crown that certain annuities charged on the estate and the 
capitalised value of certain interests must be deducted in order to arrive at 
the value of the benefit accruing. The principal dispute has arisen with 
respect to mortgages on the property amounting in the whole to £230,000. 
The question we have to determine is whether these mortgages are to be 
taken into account in assessing the value of the benefit accruing or res | 
from the ceaser of the interest ceasing on the death of the second 
sony It is quite clear thatthe interest of the second Earl extended to less 
than the whole income of fhe property. It extended only to the income of 
aig gry ane yg + ne wena the sums payable in respect of the admitted 
items, 1, 2, and 3, already mentioned. question presents itself, If the 
pee eee, oe oye —_ 
income 0: yao Poe ucti charges on the = * 
and 3, why shoal not the income to which his interest wiatek Be Innited 
in like manner to the amount he was entitled to receive after the interest 
on the had been paid? The argument of the Attorney-General 
was that the mo: were not wu the property passing on the 
death of the second Earl. He con ket, a fr were charges 
on the interest which expired on the death of the second 1, they were 
charges on his life interest only. But it seems clear that by the mo 
in question the second Earl Cowley as tenant for life and the petitioner as 
i conveyed or appointed to the mortgagees the whole of the 
respective estates, and therefore that the charges were charges on the fee- 
simple of the estate, and remained in force notwithstanding the death of the 
second Earl ; so that the charges were in no respect diminished by the death 
of the deceased. With reference to this view of the facts, the Attorney- 
General urged that the charges upon the property, so far as they extended 
beyond the life interest of the second Earl, were not to be considered, because 
could not have gen without the Pan of the third : Earl, 
and were not, properly speaking, charges on the property ing. But we 
do not think it is possible to adopt this contention. The life estate of the 
second Earl, no doubt, never passed, but it was an interest in property, and 
that interest ceased on the death of the second Earl; and this property the 
interest in which was so determined is to be deemed [section 2, subsection 1 (b)] 
to pass to the extent to which a benefit accrues or arises by the cesser of such 
interest. The value to be determined in this case is not the principal value 
of the property, but the value of the benefit ing or arisi m the 
cesser of the interest which existed during the life of the second Earl and 
ceased at his death. In dealing with interests ceasing on the death of the 
deceased the Legislature deals with interests which, in fact, do not pass, 
although the property in which the interests subsisted is to be deemed to 
have passed to the extent above-mentioned. The value of the benefit 
accruing or arising by the cesser of an interest would be a diffi- 
cult matter to determine had no rules been laid down in the Finance 
Act for imati such value; but the 7th subsection of the 7th 
section enacts that value of the benefit to be determined by the cessor of 
the —— in @ case — the ped — PA ree the whole 
income of the property is the princi ue of an addition to the property 
equal to the income to which the interest extended. In other words, it is to 
be determined by ascertaining the value of the income to which the interest 
of the second Earl extended. That income was the income which remained 
after satisfying the admitted deductions 1, 2, & 3, and the amount of interest 
The interest of the second Earl was an interest for 


due on the —. 
about 000 was to or for the second Earl and about £30,000 to or | his life subject to rap a og ; and the mortgages undoubtedly remained 
for the petitioner. second Earl died in the year 1895. The petitioner | subsisting charges at his . The benefit accruing from the ing of 
to deduct from the principal value of the property chargeable | the pro was no more than the capitalised value of the income whi 
ew core Sar On Sie Sond of the second Bas three items amounting | the second 1 actually had a right to enjoy. In other words, it was the 
annuities or charges, | value of the income to which the equity of redemption of the life estate of 


sufficiently ses the eaddinnd tole of - Cove p 
appear t of the Courr 
B., and Bavce, Neorg vo adieu te — 
Bruce, case @ petition has been filed by the third Earl Cowley, 
of the Supreme Court, made under section 10 

894, for oo See the py Pa — duty 
: pro) which, wi meaning e above Act, 
passed on the death of his father, the second Earl Cowley. By the first 
the 1894, it is enacted that in the case of every 

I. of the Act there shall, save 
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ts | the result that, in case of a mo 





the second Earl extended. ‘For the reasons we have given we think the value 
of the benefit accruing or arising from the death of the second Earl must be 
reckoned exclusively of the interest payable at the date of his death to keep 
down the mortgages and other charges. In case an objection should be 
taken to this construction of the statute on the ground that it would lead to 
on a life estate the value of the benefit 
arising from the cesser of the life interest must be taken to be based u 

the income of the life tenant received in his lifetime after the payment of the 


observe that we think that no such conclusion follows. 
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before ‘were out of their articles #/(2) the form given in the schedule 


‘was not so worded as to be applicable to the 
under 37. 

Tae (Hawkins and Wrrcut, JJ.) discharged the rule. 
Hawxins, J., said that there was no reason why persons who were put 
the same posi! for the p of registration as those who were 
"ce engaged in practice at the time of the passing of the Act should 

under the same obligations as those last-mentioned persons. The 
given in the schedule could easily be altered so as to suit the case of 
, J., concurred. He wished to guard himself from expressing 
in the case of those persons whose articles expired after the 1st 
1879, and before January, 1880.—CounseL, Muir Mackenzie ; 
itty; W.R. Turner. Soxscrrons, 7. W. Farrer ; Bertram Jacobs ; 
$ Crawley-Boevey. 

[Reported by C. G. Witanakax, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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FIRTH v. STAINES. Div: Court, 11th May. 


Loca Government — Vestry — Commitizs — ArrrovaL sy Vestry — 
Marrorouis Loca, Manacement Act, 1855, s. 58. 


This was a especial case stated by a metropolitan magistrate. The 

was the sanitary ins rin the employment of the vestry of 
of St. Leonard, Shoreditch, which is a parish included in 
A of the Metropolis Management Act, 1855. The vestry, which 
the sanitary authority for the parish, had under section 58 of the 
of 1855 appointed a committee, known as the public health committee, 
the of carrying out the duties of the vestry under the Metro- 
‘ide ey teenagemect Acts and other Acts of Parliament. The question 


was as to the meaning of section 58, which empowers the local 
discretion of the local body, would be better regula 


4 


SEEERES 
ff j 


therein to appoint committees for any pu s which, in 
ition and managed 
means of a committee, ‘‘ provided always that the acts of every such 
should be submitted to the general body of the board or vestry 
such committee for their approval.’’ A report having been 
to committee of the existence of a nuisance on the respondent’s 
the committee by resolution authorized the appellant to serve a 
the respondent under section 85 of the Act requiring him to 
uisance. This was done, and the ondent having dis- 
notice, a summons was issued pte i The approval by 
the proceedings was not obtained until after the issue of the 
the e held that, as the resolution of the committee 
submitted to the vestry for their approval before the eervice 
t the notice was invalid, and he dismissed the summons. 
(Hawkins and Waicut, JJ.) allowed the —. 
‘wkins, J., said that in his opinion the decision of the magistrate was 
. ‘Thé case turned on section 58 of the Metropolis Management Act, 
. which gave to the vestry the power of appointing the committee. 
clear when section 58 was looked-at in connection with sections 82 
which dealt with the abatement of nuisances, the committee had the 
power in those matters as the vestry, subject to the approval of the 
' of the committee by the vestry. It was said that in this case the 
vestry should havs judicially considered the matter and given their 
anton before the issue of the notice. He could not help thinking that 
& committee were appointed to do acts which in the judgment of the 
vestry could be better by a committee than by the vestry, then the 
term “‘ approval ”’ was used advisedly as meaning that, although the com- 
mittee could do the acts in question, they could not justify themselves 
unless e time or other the apjroval of the vestry was obtained. 
Otherwise the result would be that approval of the vestry must be 
obtained prior to each step in the gecvecliings, ond if that was so there 
might just as well be no committee at all. Moreover, if the committee 
‘could dono act without the approval of the vestry, then there could be no 
act done by the committee of which the vestry could approve. 
Watout, J., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Oovnsg, Cripps, Q.C., and 
B.C. Glen; BR. D. Muir. Sorscrrons, H. M. Robinson ; Jutsum. 


[Reported by F. O. Rontxsox, Barrister-at-Law. } 


' 


E 


nite 


A 


SS 
a 


E 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re MORTER. Ex parte a Vaughan Williams, J. 10th and l 
11 


May. 
Bawxavercy—Scurme—Amenpuent or Proor—Lranitiry or Guarantors 
—Bamxavercy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 71), s. 3. 


' This was s motion by Nicholls & Co. against Messrs. Harris, Reed, 
and James Morter, the trustees and guarantors under a scheme of 
in the bankru of Morter. The notice of motion asked: 

a that olils & Co. were ent the benefit of 
ite ; (2) for | P d their proof by 
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trustees rejected the amended proof on the ground that it came too late. 
The applicants then € motion. 

Vaucuan Wits, J., that the trustees were not liable on their 
guarantee to pay the ts 7s. 6d. in the £ on their amended 
proof, as their liability was limited to the p notes they had 
given ; and that the applicants could not disturb the dividends already 
distributed, but that even if there were no estate they were entitled to 
have their amended proof admitted by the trustees.—CounszL, Muir 
Mackenzie; H. Reed, Q.C., and Morten ; A. R. Poole, Q.0., and P. Rose- 
Innes. Soxicrrors, Hollams § Co. ; Hillearys ; R. Chapman. 


[Reported by P. M. Faancxe, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re EVANS. Ex parte PANIES. Vaughan Williams, J- 10th May. 


Bankruptcy — Proor — Intgrest — Promissory Notz— Parncrrpat AND 
Surnery—Banxrvptcy “Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), Scuepure II. 
RULE 20—Meacantit®? “Law Amenpment Act, 1856 (19 & 20 Vicr. c. 
97), 8. 5, 


This was an appeal bya creditor in the or against the rejection 
by the trustee of certain items in his proof. Davies, the creditor, had 
joined, as surety, in tigning with the debtor a joint and several pro- 
missory note for £75, payable to the National Provincial Bank. The 
creditor had to pay the amount of the note, and now proved for the same 
with interest from the date of payment. The trustee admitted the proof 
as far as the principal sum was concerned, but disallowed the claim for 
interest. The creditor appealed. 

Vavucuan Witu1ams, Js, allowed the appeal, holding that, as the debt 


was one which became due at a certain time and by virtue of a written > 


instrument, interest thereon oug allowed.—Counsat, Wettson (0. 
O- Scott with him); Arthur Powell. Soxicrrors, Saffery, Huntley, § Co., for 
Evan Davis, Pwhheli;. Dunkerton ¢ Son, for R. Owen, Pwlhheli. 


{Reported by P. M. Francxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 





LAW SOCIETIES. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
VICTORIA PENSION FUND. 
List of subscriptions up to the 12th May. 


Amount previously acknowledged ‘ " 
R. S. Taylor, 4, Field-court, Gray’s-inn, W.O. 
R. H. Guilford, Surbiton . . ‘ 3 . 
Wm. Haigh, 10, Coleman-street, E.C. . . 
Percy Lawford, 44, Coleman-street, E.C . ‘ 
Leslie Hunter, 44, Coleman-street, E.C. . 
Sarjeant & Gosling, Reading . R ‘ : 
Hopgoods & Dowson, 17, Whitehall-place, 8. W. 
Verrall & Borlase, Brighton . ; ° ‘ 
K. R. Fletcher, 9, Fenchurch-street, E.C. ‘ ° 
Cousins & Burbidge, Portsmouth . ; - > 
Moberly & Wharton, Southampton . eae oe 
Wright, Becket, & Co., Liverpool . / . P ‘ 
J. W. Howlett, Brighton . J ‘ , . . ; 
Berks, Bucks, and Oxfordshire Law Society, per D. H. 

Witherington, Reading . , ‘ ° ‘ ‘ ; 
Robert Ellett, Cirencester g p : me = . « 224 
Le Brasseur & Oakley, 12, New-court, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. . 101 
L. Rendell, 9, Bedford-row, W.C. . 5 i . J : 

Fooks, Chadwick, Arnold, & Chadwick, 60, Carey-street, Lin- 
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coln’s-inn, W.C. . ‘ . ‘ ‘ ‘ se 
Gush, Phillips, Walters, & Williams, 3, Finsbury-circus, E.C. 26 5 
Broomhead, Wightman, & Moore, Sheffield . ‘ 5 - 4 
F. W. Emery, 36, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. . é a 
A. E. Payne, 10, New-squére, Lincoln’s-inn, W.O. . , 5 5 
Jas. Heelis, Manchester . ‘ ‘ - ‘ . 2 » Se 
A. R. Steele, 21, College-hill, E.C. . " ‘ . M - 28 
H. W. Richards, 26, Lincoln’s-inn-fie!ds s . Sea 
E. T. Gardom, Gloucester s ? ° = : 3. 3 
Anderson & Son, 17, Ironmonger-lane, E.C. . : 5 5 

£5,507 16 0 


_ 


SOLICITORS’ “BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 12th inst., Mr. H. Mo Cotton in the chair. The other directors 

resent were: Mesere. R. Cunliffe, Grantham R. Dodd, Augustus Helder, 

.P. (Whitehaven), John Hunter, Sidney Smith, F. W. Stone (Tunbridge 
Wells), R. W. Tweedie, F. T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A 
sum of £250 was distributed in grants of relief; twenty-five new members 
were admitted to the association, and other general business transacted. 








Professor Augustine Birrell, Q.(., will deliver (by kind permission of 
the’ benchers) at the Old Hall, Lincoln's-inn, a series of four Quain 
lectures on * ee “ped Liability at Home and Abroad.” The lectures 
will be given 30 
21, 24, and 28, 


p-m, on Mondays and Fridays as follows: May 17, 
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LAW STUDENTS’: JOURNAL. 
CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The following gentlemen were called to the Bar on Wednesday :— 

LiNcotn’s-tnN.—Isaac Saredon Sparrow, Corpus Christi Coll., Oxford, 
B.A.; Sheikh Shamsuddin, Christ’s Coll., Cambridge; Arthur Boi 
Quartey-Papafio, Christ’s Coll., Cambridge; John Bannerman Waine- 
wright, New Coll., Oxford ; and Hugh Gatehouse, Clare Ooll., Cambridge. 

Inner Tempie.—Patrick Joseph Boland, B.A., Oxford; Walter Neville 
Cochrane, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; Arthur Edmund Spender, B.A., 
Oxford ; Percy Richard Grant; Lord Basil lon Gawaine Temple Black- 
wood, Oxford; Swart Henry James Jobhéds, B.A., Oxford; Michael 
Edwin Reed ; John Percy Radcliffe, Cambridge ; James Bellord Waldron, 
B.A., Oxford ; James Archibald Christie, B.4.,,Oxford; Ernest Wingate 
Wingate-Saul, B.A., Oxford; Lucas D’Oyly , B.A., Oxford; Walter 
Leopold Seligman, B.A., Cambridge; Owen Seaman, M.A., Cambridge ; 
Percy Maurice M’Lardie Sheldon Amos, B.A., Cambridge ; Percy Shear- 
man-Turner, B.A., Oxford; Ernest Malet Vaughan Roderick; Robert 
Bird Robertson Mair, M.A., St. Andrews, B.A., Oxford; Richard Jervis 
Statham, M.A., Cambridge ; George Herbert Gill; Walter John Burt; 
Arthur Hyde Hulton, LL.B., Cambridge; Charles Murray Pitman, B.A., 
Oxford; Herman Barker Hahlo, B.A., Cambridge; and Alnod John 
Boger, B.A., Oxford. é 

Mrpptz Temrpre.—Arthur Houston, Q.C., Irish Bar, LL.D., Dublin; 
Malcolm Graham Gorrie; James Duncan Millar, M.A., LL.B., Edin- 
burgh ; Harry Thomas Gillies, LL.B., Combridge ; Savile Charles Petch, 
B.4., Cambridge; Robert Stanley Paterson, B.A., Oambridge; Noel 
Ledbrooke Griffith; Constantine José Dos Santos; Rai Phaw; John 
William Paget Mosley ; and Henry Holman Gregory. 

Gray’s-inn.—Samuel Hanna, London Univ., District ey a of the 
R.I.C.; Alexander Maconachie, M.A., Aberdeen Univ.; Henry Joseph 
Comyns; Henry Justin Charles Pereira, of Colombo, Ceylon; John 
Macdonald Henderron, F.C.A. ; and George Reginald Helmore, A.C.A. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 

Law Srvupents’ Denatinc Socrery.—May 4th.—Chairman, Mr. C. 
Herbert Smith. —The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the case of Hawke 
v. Dunn was wrongly decided.”’ Mr. T.W. Seager Berry opened in the 
affirmative, and Mr. E. A. Alexander seconded in the affirmative; Mr. A. 
Hildesheimer opened in the negative, and Mr. A. Hair seconded in the 
negative. The following members also spoke: Messrs. J. 8. Wilkinson, 
A. W. Watson, and A. M. White. The Chairman summed up, aud the 
moticn was carried by 4 votes. 


LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. Reornatp M. Bray, barrister, has been elected by the Benchers of 
the Inner Temple a Member of the Council of Legal Education in eucces- 
sion to Mr. Justice Charles, recently resigned. 





INFORMATION WANTED. 


Bzamisu, Francis Joun, deceased.—The solicitors holding the will of 
this gentleman, lately deceased, are requested to communicate with 
Messrs. Rooper & Whately, 17, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, solicitors. 





GENERAL. 


Up to Thursday last Mr. Justice North was absent from court owing, it 
is understood, to the effects of a eevere chill. 

Sir A. Rollit has brought in a Bill in the House of Commons ‘‘to pro- 
vide for the admission of solicitors of courts of British possessions to the 
Supreme Courts in the United Kingdom.”’ 

The Lord Chief Justice has requested the attendance of the Judges at a 
meeting at the Law Courts on Friday afternoon for the purpose of consider: 
ing a letter from the Lord Chancellor respecting the arrangements on the 
occasion of the Royal procession on the 22nd of June. 

The following are the circuits choren by the je for the 
summer assizese—viz., Oxford Circuit, the Justice ( 
Ruesell) and Mr. Justice Williams; Midland Circuit, Mr. Baron Pollock 
and Mr. Justice Cave; South-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice Mathew; 
Western Circuit, Mr. Justice Day and Mr. Justice Lawrance; Home 
Circuit, Mr. Justice Lawrance; North-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice 
Grantham and Mr. Justice Wright; South Wales Circuit, Mr. Justice 
Collins; North Wales Circuit, Mr. Justice Ridley ; Northern Circuit, Mr. 
Justice Bruce and Mr. Justice Kennedy. 


The Lord Chancellor presided over a meeting of the Rule Committee of 
the judges in his private room at the House of Lords on Wednesday 
afternoon, when there were present the Lord Chief Justice, the Master of 
the Rolls, Sir Francis Jeune, Lord Justice Smith, Mr. Justice Romer, Mr. 
Justice Bruce, Mr. Justice Williams, Sir Robert Finlay, Q.C., M.P., Mr. 
Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., M.P., and Mr. J. Addisou, tof the Incor- 
porated Law Society. We are enabled to state here the nature of 
the business transacted by the committee. 


On the 7th inst., at the Central Criminal Court, in the course of a case 
in which a man was charged with wounding, Mr. Justice Grantham took 
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| ee rhe ing to give agen ade Se weld won thok ree | 
Be much better for the prleonee, That, he thought, was a mistake, 


Prisoners now had an 
as when before the magistrate a 


he . 
and his statement was taken down in. and read to the jury on his 
trial. Tempe pene epee len oppor- 


tunity of giving an without the liability of being cross- 
examined. It must not be assumed that the law was so brutal as 
supposed to be, oe RS we necessary for the benefit of prisoners 


they should give wok 
At the annual ee | of the Building ’ Association Mr. O. 


Societies 
chairman of the Executive Committee, said at Re es pee 
measures affecting the interests the 
Parliament was the Land Transfer Whi 
was an improvement in several respects upon any previous 
dealing wih. the question, the committee Felt weay that 
the existing law which did not insure prom and cheapness 
transfer would not be only of no value, absolutely prejudical 

of the 
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interests of building societies. The committee had 
number of suggestions than they had as to the effect 
of the Government, and it was possible that they would endeavour to 
an amendment in its provisions. 
the recent decrease in the business 


At the suggestion of a number 

invitation has been given to Lord (Master of the 
omeaen, Lord Justice A. L. Smith, and Lord Justice ‘ 

in celebration Felgen’ inciating fact pend yg thew tetas than 
four appellate J including one © oy bey 
rowing Blues. The invitation has b 
tinguished guests. and the dinner take 
on Monday, the 3lst of May. The cot 


large gathering of eres | oarsmen 

occasion. The Rev. J.J. Hornby, D.D., Provost of Eton, B.N.C., Oxon., 
will take the chair. Tickets can be obtained by Oxford 

oarsmen who have represented their University at Putney or Henley on 
application to either of the hon. secretaries, Mr. C. Gurdon, 12, New Court, 
Carey-street, W.C., and Mr. G. D, Rowe, 50, Threadneedle-street, E.C. 
‘The general committee, consisting of equal numbers of Oxford and 
Cambridge men, well represents the best rowing talent of the present and 
Lav Journal, the 
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the attendance of her Majesty's when the Law of 
se"Crinllval Canes Bill comes'to Be pooh Toor Committee,’ finds, says the 
Times, that there are several precedents for the course he On 
the 13th of June, 1689, for instance, it was ordered “that William 
Williams and Mr, Windham, Members of this House, do acquaint the Lord 
Chief Baron Atkins, Mr. Justice Dolben, ae toe ee Justive 
Powell, and Mr. eville 

















496 THE’ SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. May 15, 1897. 
“There was,” says the Commons Journal, “a chair ordered to be set| of the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated March 
I i i thn llettgene Mereg ky Hare] 1, 1897 March 30 
behind jeant with™his mace standi y on the ri 
hand, and ane’ ay askéd why they were displaced from ber, FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
ae Se severally gave an account thereof to the House.””—In this con- (Tiiterlocutory List.) 

it a intreting to hor (vide ee Vol. 2, Pp /- ep Penge 1897. 
several attended, one chair was set for them, as they were J 
to sit ah. To quote the same authority, “ The difference between ——* 12 1007 + ed - poe Dire Cs. #, acticn Kekowioh, dated 
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of Peers and Ju has been that the Speaker informs 
Bev Eoee tan chats tor bie Eetaktp to repose himself in’ ; to the 
the Speaker says ‘that there is‘ chair to repose himself upon— 
i expla by the usage, for the person to rest with his hand on the 
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COURT. PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT)OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoistnans ix Atrenpance on 


Aprrat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Norra. Srra.ixe. 
Mr. Ward Mr. Bolt Mr. Farmer 
Pemberton 
rey 
Ward Rolt Farmer 
Pemberton Godfrey King 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kexewion. Romrs. Braves. 
Me. Pugh Mr. Jackson Mr. Beal 
Lavie Leach 
Jackson Beal 
Lavie Leach | 
Jackson Beal 
Lavie Leach 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1897. 


(Continued from p. 460.) 
FROM THE OHANCERY DIVISION: 
= 
1897, 

In re M Derbishire v Montagu app of dft P Montagu from order 
of Mr Suatice Kekewich, dated March 16, 1897 March 22 

In re Hunter Hood v Attorney-Gen app of Attorney-Gen from order of 
Mr Justice Romer, dated March 6, 1897 March 25 

Inve Nunn, Nunn v Nunn app of dfts C W Sell & ors from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 25, 1897 March 26 

Howells v Williams “PP of plts from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated 
March 15, 1897 March 26 

In re Grove, Grove v Grove of deft 8 Grove from order of Mr Justice 
North, dated Feb 3, 1897 h 30 

In re Rix & Corderoy & V & P Act, 1874 app of T G Rix from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated March 26, 1897 (order not perfected) 


March 30 
The Huddersfield ey v The Ravensthorpe Urban District Council 
app cf eg ¢ Mr Justice N orth, dated March 2, 1897 (order 
In re Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In re the Brixton Theatre ld app 
of F Matcham from order of Mr Justice Vaughan Williams, dated March 
19, 1897 (order not perfected) Marth 31 
The California Fig Syrup Co v Taylor's Drug Cold app of defts from 
— Ee oe wich, donel es 30, 1897 on ahag 
arn & Cordage v Nelson app of m order of 
Official Reterse dated March 22, 1897 April 
Macphail y The Poorman Gold Mines ld app of dfts from order of Mr 
Justice North, dated March 5, 1897 (order not perfected) April 3 
Symons vy Ramsay, In re Symons, Ramsay v Symons Rt. resp, Alex- 
ander Ramsay, from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated March 23, 1897 


In re Betts, Maclean v og, By = AS Betts from order of Mr 
an 10, 
Perceval v Perceval app of dft from of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
March 30, 1897 (order not perfected) April 14 
Trevor v Hutchins fee of M M O Ricketts 
Pa wey March 9, vol April 15 ems 
re v app of pit order Stir 
Ae elle mannan 
i defts from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
9, 1897 ( not perfected) April 15 
FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANOASTER. 
(Final List.) 
1896. 


Holt v Smith app of pit from order of the Vice-Chancellor of the 
—s” Lancaster, dated April 16, 1896 (security ordered) 


1897. 
Howarth v Armstrong of plts from order of the Vice-Chancellor of 
the County Palatine of dated Dec 14, 1896 March 18 
Greenwood v T 


, Cobley & Co app of pit from order of the 
of County Palatine of Lancaster, 


The Turner Pneumatic Tyre Co ld v The Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co ld 
app of dfte from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated April 2, 1897 
(order not perfected) April 7 

Fricker v Van Grutten “pp of plts from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated March 29, 1897 10 

Taylor v Mitchell of dft S Mitchell from order of Mr Justice Keke- 
wich, dated March 19, 1 April 12 


‘For Hearing. 


Thornton v France app of plt from j of Mr Justice Grantham, dated 
March 25, 1897, at trial at Leeds April 10 
In re The Anglo-Argentine Live Stock & Produce Agency ld Pritchard, 


—1897—Folio 201 {Admiralty) “pp of dfts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kennedy, dated. March 20, 1897 April 10 
Mipheep ef Onscapedia (Adiatralty) “app of the Mersey Docks & Harbour 
ex ity) app of the Mersey Doc ur 
Board (Intervener) from judgt of Mr S astion Kennedy, dated March 20, 
1897 (s o till after hearing of appeal No 24) April 10 
v Branch & Son appof pltfrom judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated 
h 24, 1897, at trial without a jury, esex —_ 12 
Wills v Lady Evelyn Gold Mines, ld &anr app of dft F Oxley from 
judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated March 29, 1897, at trial without a 
jury, Middlesex April 14 
In re an Arbtn between the County Council of Kent and the Urban Dis- 
trict Council of Sandgate app of the Kent Oounty Council from judgt 
of Justices Cave and Lawrance, dated April 6, 1897, special case 


April 14 
Topeliet v Smith & ors app of dfts from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, 

dated Feb 24, 1897, at without a "7: April 14 

ennington v & Sons, 1d app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice 

Grantham, dated 20, 1897, at trial without a jury, Leeds April 15 
FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 

(ADMIRALTY). 
For Hearing. 
(With Nautical Assessors.) 
1897. 


Winnebah—1896—Folio'349 The Ohannel Coaling Co & ors v The 
Owners of the SS Winnebah, cargo and freight app of plts from jdgt 
of the President, dated Feb 18,1897 March 5 

The Wooloomooloo—1896—Folios 264 & 278 (d e) The Owners of 
the SS Emerald v Hunt & ors app of plts from jagt of the President, 
dated Jan 12, 1895 March 30 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(New Trial Paper.) 
1897. 


A Ramsden, ld v Middleton appln of dfts for judgt or new taial or a 
from verdict and judgt, dated » at trial before the 
— wo ee and special jury, Leeds (s.o. until further applica- 

ion 

Hudson v Fhe London Tramways Co ld appln of dfts for pees or wae 
trial or app from verdict & judgt, dated March 23, 1897, at before 
Mr Justice Cave and special jury, Middlesex April 3 

Fraser v Hutchinson appln of pits for judgt or new trial on app from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 27, 1897, at trial before Mr Justice 
Kennedy and special jury, Liverpool April 7 

Lancaster v Barker & Son ln of plts for judgt or new trial on app 

udgt, dated 30, 1897, at trial before the Lord 

epont eye West Riding of Yorkshire April 10 

Jcbnson © Betaee Soe appln of plt for judgt or new trial on 
app from and judgt, March 17, 1897, at trial before Mr 

Justice Wright and special jury, Birmingham April 10 

from cies & jeden dasek Apel! & 1897 : Cia before Mr Just 

v 17 5 , at ore Mr 
Midilleces ril 13 
or new trial on app from 


Lawrance and jury, 
Kirby v Ainslie ror appl of plt for j 
veodies © Jose, Ste’, , 1897, at before Baron Pollock and 
special jury Hy 15 
Mattei v a) of dft for judgt or new trial on app from verdict 
&j April 7, 1897, at trial 
April 15 


Mr Justice Cave and special 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(in Bankruptcy.) 
1897. 


In re Betts, AS (e the Debtor) from order of Mr Justice Vaughan 
Williams S omctinath of udication 





1896 - dated Dec 10, 
In re Hughes Hughes v Hughes app Of afte, J Hughes & ors, trom order ! 


Gan a expte’ the London end Universal Bank 3 in liquidation) 
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from order of Mr Justice Vaughan Williams as to declaration and 
o 
Ornvzr xtv., Rue 8 
Brown v Hillam and anr app of G Hillam) from jdgt of Mr Justice 
Lawrance, dated March 20, 1897, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
March 24 
FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1897. 


Mining Assoc 1d v Banque de Brabant app of dfts 
March 16, 1897, ond cross 


The Omnium Gold 
from order of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
notice of plts, dated March 29, 1897 March 27 

P. ham v Passingham app of deft from-order of Mr Justice Day, 
dated April 1, 1897 April 6 

International Bank of London 1d v Hudson;Saeckson, & Co and Edward 
Keane app of Off Rec of dft Keane from order of Mr Justice Day, dated 
April 5, 1897 April 12 

The Queen v The Dean & Chapter of Hereford (Crown Side) app of the 
— ct og from order of Justices Cave & Lawrance, dated April 5, 

P 

Spokes (on behalf of himself, &c) vy The Grosvenor and West End Ry 
Terminus Hotel Cold & ors app of dft Co from order of Mr Justice 
Day, dated April 12, 1896 April 14 

Drew-Bear & ors v Guardians of the Poor of ‘$t’ Pancras and ors app of 

be —_ order of Justices Grantham & Wright, dated April 13, 1896 
P 
— v Gavin app of plt from order of Mr Justice Day, dated 
Pp 
N.B.—The above List contains Chancery, Palatine, and Queen’s Bench 
Final and Interlocutory Appeals set down to April 15 inclusive. 








— NG TO re Hovss PurcHasErs AND cana ty ee Loved 
c g or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported Upon by an Expert from Messrs. Carter 
Bros., 65, V ctoria-street, Westminster. Fee quoted on receipt of full 
particulars. Established 21 years.)—[Apvr.] 








THE PROPERTY. MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


May 17.—Mesars. H. E. Foster & Cnanrietp, at the George Inn, Enfield T aZ 
.m., 52 Freehold Building Plots. Solicitors, Messrs. Robinson, May, & 


May 18.—Messrs. Desenruam, Tewsor, Fanuen, & Baincewares, at the Mart, at 2 p.m. 
Freehold Premises in the City, also Leasehold Premises Basinghall-street. Rolie 
citors, Messrs. Hill, Son, & Rickards, London. (See advertisements, this week, 


p. 5.) 

May 19.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Crawrrexp, at the Mart, at 2 .» Freehold and 
Hackney’ s a Solicitors, ‘Blachford, fishes, & Norton, of London. Also 
the Leasehold Residence and Premises at Acton. Solicitors, Mesers. Gray, Mounsey , 

Fuller, o on. 
May a. H. E. Foster & Cuanrrecp, at the Mart, at 2 p.m. : 


ONS: 
To £2,812 India Three-and-a-Half per cent. Stock, two ladies aged 85 and 60. 


annum, lady aged 49. * 

To £1,000, lady 54, provided reversioner, aged 41, survives. Solicitor, H. 
Stanley-Jones, + London. 

Toa Trust Fund value £1,650, lady aged 69, provided reversioner, lady aged 41, 
survive. 

To £1,750, ladies 69 and 57 (ceo enticulat). 

To £1 Railway 8 ladies aged 69 and 60 (see partic ulars). 
Bolton, i Messrs. Deugien Mermea, & Co., and H. Stanley-Jones, Esq., 

To £3,000, lady and gentleman aged 66 and 62. Solicitor, A. J. Jekyll, Esq., 


Life Estate of aged producing £1,846 annum ; gentleman 
aged 64. sie stanley- Sane, Eaq., — 
To one-sixth of a Trust Fund, value over £4,000; also to one-ninth, value £1,936 ; 
rors lady 51. Solicitor, A. 8. C. Doyle, Esq., London. 
For £1,000 and £200; for £1,000, with profits. Soliciter, Richard Hewlett, Esq., 


For £1,000, with profits, life aged 57. Solicitors, Messrs. Crowders & Vizard, 


For £600, £500, £500, £500, and £300 in leading offices. CA, Sep Sak, 
”* en, te Gata, Landon. (See ebvertionments, Gio wool, page). 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gasette.—Faipay, May 7. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Laurrep ix Cuanozsy. 

Arnican (Szrwt) Goup Mixive Co, Lrurrzn—Petn for winding presented on 
duecied te tr ead oo nae Cox & Lafone, Balter’s Hail : 
for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the not later 
in the afternoon on May 18 

“ Brexpats” = Co, Lawrrep-—Creditor are on to abn 
their names addresses, particulars of debts or claims, Porter 
Mersey chmbrs, Old Churchyard, Liverpool. Hill & Oo, Liverpool, solors for the 

Nw Exrroration Sywpica Luarsp—Creditors are on or 
or 


Barrisn Cotumsta: 
before June 10, to send their names and and of 


Copthall avenue, solors for 
ute reach thn sbove‘onined aot later thas sx ook fa 


Mav’s Merats Szparatixe Latrrap—Peta for yo gm my 
ao re of y yy CT wah letor than abt 

o’clock in the afternoon 18 ; : 
Monrror Lawrrep Vouuwrary Liquipariox are required 
pa B nny BB Be tp full particu~ 


on 
Rapti ee 
30. 


Norra Camp axp Farwpono’ as Co, Liurrsp—Creditors are required, on or 
to send their names and and the of their debts 
and claims, to John Baker, Billiter House, Ak Oe Eicrery lana, ester to the 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
~~ > Bexerir Society, Asylum Hotel, 8t Margaret’s, Ipswich, Saffolk. 


Sauronp Juveniie Farexpty Socrery, Old Post Office bldgs, Ipswich, Suffolk. Apel 38 


London Gasette.—Tuxspay, May 11. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Laourep m Caancssy. 


Genenat Investors’ Syxpicats, Loarep—Petn for winding Terpt, slon May 6, 
directed heard May 19 Alye & Wi eants’ inn, solors for the 
m  Hotioe hI TR ST A 5 ~ six o'clock 


19. 
directed to be ang =: t 
names edtntemsn, and pationiemn a 
s Northumberland st, Newcastle-on Tyne. Griffith & Co, lewcastle on Tyne, solors 
Mpenamas Lag Co, | FB pen ya ay a on ¢ 
intr debts or clams, ots 8. an eee 
ORETON x Broruers 
bames AE ae ng yy? re, 
Fillertea Gecthing lana, LC. Robinson & Stannard, 19, Eastcheap, solors for liqui- 
ORMANTON Luutrsp—Creditors before June 19, to 
po lt gel pe ty wy bw el 
a deesnernten ts neta heen Gea bana te 
Loarrsp—Creditors 
their names ad ad: their debts or claims, to Arthur 
ot 
Oax Mourt nuy-HeLr Maxvractuaine Soorerr, Laxrrap—Creditors are required on of 


b 


bef to send addresses, and the particulars of 

cals, to George Brostor Peter Gregeon, 3, Grimshaw st, Burnley. Waddington, 
Souru SwazigLaxp Gow ey se TLL up, pre- 

pay a Ah, Notice of i must reach the above-named later than 


6 o’clock in the afternoon of ay 
Sravens Camm ape Eeaaes, for very 
on — © : reach the 


eum Wicerow Ormnarivas Boor axp Suon Mavevacwene Soorsry, Laurrsp, 26, 
Sussex Univasoay ano Boorrancs kano Boctsr®, Lanta, % Osborne st, Hove, Sussex 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Hu, Durham, Miller North, J Pitman, Clement's lane 
eS 00 TE Rest Ousebelie v Sayer, North, J 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Furpar, April 30. , 
A1cos, Haxax Enaxrss, M.A. Rayment Wigs, Guy's nn May 29 Bramall & Co, . 


Becuars, Geones Rareeno, Lelesten, Bask Miseger May $1 Dixon & Co, Sun~, 


Baxnatr, Isaac, Stapleton, Gloucester June 12 Bibly, West Bristol 
Basury, Cuanes Roser, Leinster sq, Hyde Park June 1 Arkooll & Co, Tooley st i 
Brooxs, Jouw Cnosse, Newcastle upon Tyne June 1 Dees & Thompson, Newcastle 


Bavsox Aurria Exit, Ontario, Canada June 1i Dixon & Hunt, Gray’s inn 99 
Bontaass, Wniax Caaniss Roses, Gt Gt Helens, Menhant Jane 1 Loughborough 





claims, to Henry 8t John oa 
Lebanueas Councceensae tei tare for winding up, presénted May 4, directed 


Boumn, Oxaman Locke July 1 Delmer & Lawes, Leeks 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


May 15, 1897. 








Borienz, Gronos, Sleaford, Lincoln, Farmer June1 Peake & Co, Sieaford 
Cocasox, Herex, South Hampstead June1 Roe-Brown, Wrexham 

Comsat, Bexsastre, Selby, York, Hotel Kegpitt June i Bantoft, Selby 

Fatt, Francis, Tottenham May 27 Wrenstéd & Sharp, Gt Trinity lane 

Gazex, Wriitam, Holderness, York, Farmer June 3 England & Co, Hull 

Gowruzn, Cuantes Jons, Champion Hill. Kent June 14 W A Crump & Son, Philpot 


Hapvox, Roseat, Halifax, Mill Manager May 31 H Marshall, Halifax 

Hana, Evszasern, Old Sleaford, Lincoln Junel Peake & Co, Sleaford 

Jacxsox, Jonx, Kilburn May 2 Fisher & Fisher, Old Queen st 

Juwers, Mies Sanan, Bardwell, Suffolk May 19 Woolnough & Co, Bury St Edmunds 
Jouxsox, Atraen, Sutton Coldfield May 31 Rooke, Birmingham 

Keunpaut, Ricnanp, Lower Swell, Gloucester May 31 Francis & Son, Stow on the Wold 
Kaaspz, Jonx Hexrry, Knutsford, Chester June 24 Janion & Hall, Manchester 

Lewis, Davin, Aberdare, Cattle Dealer June1 T Phillips & Son, Aberdare 











Iaerrie, General Atrrep Burien, Grove, nr ‘Gtroud, Glos June 7 Little & Mills, | 


Stroud 
Mater, Auy, Bromsgrove, Worcester Juné Sanders, Bromsgrove 
Matimo;se, Jonx, Killamarsh, Derby, Farmer July 1 Henry & Alfred Maxfield, 


Mawzzy, Janz, Atherton, Lancs May 27 Hope & Garstang, Atherton 

Manizs, Jonx, Birmingham June10 Reece & Harris, Birmingham 

Manswart, Cuanues Feepericx, Bath Junel Marshall, Colchester 

Masszz, Eowarp, Hulme, Chester June 1 Bygott & Sons, Sandbach 

Moseax, Rosent Joxzs, Cardiff, Commercial Traveller Junei1 Morgan, Cardiff 
Neawuax, Baten De Dexxz, South Audleyst May3i Dawes & Sons, Angel court 
O’Hanzs, The Rev Srernxx, Holme on Spalding Moor, York May 27 J M Cartan, 


Orrznr, Jon, Lincoln July 6 Hebb, Lincoln 
Parmonz, Coventry Kersey [Deicntox, Lymington, Hants June 1 
's court 


Pganrsox, as, Northampton June 18 Tomalin, Northampton 
Patoz, Caruzntve, Hampton Court May 12 Sherwood Essex st, Strand 
Pyz, Ricuaxp, Newcastle upon Tyne, Provision Dealer May 27 Richardson, Newcastle 


thane Jame, Stratford May 12 Loughborough & Co, Austin friars 

Satmon, Janes Dewnis,Ipswich May 31 Southgate, Ironmonger lane 

Saurzn, Joszru, Leeds July 1 Bulmer & Lawson, Lee 

Scuormtp, Srerusx, Luddenden Foot, York May 31 Suteliffes, Hebden Bridge, Yorks 
Tartor, Sauvet, Bottesford, Leicester, Farmer June1 Peake & Co, Sleaford 

Taytor, Wit11am, Oldham, Currier June5 Mellor, Oldham 

Tuomrsox, Faaxcis, Hastings June 24 Lewis, Adelaide pl, London bridge 

Tomtissox, Bruce, Asgarby, Lincoln, Farmer June1 Peake & Co, Sleaford 

Toxxsutt, Caruenixe, Rattersea Park June 30 Greenfield, Queen Victoria st 

‘Wann, Joux, Leamington Spa June8 Overell & Son, Leamington Spa 

‘Wourexpes, Exizaszrn, Houghton, Lancs June 24 Chapman & Co, Manchester 
‘Woopnovuss, Rev Epwanp, Cambridge ter, Hyde Park June7 Little & Mills, Stroud, 


Glos 
London Gasette.—Tursvay, May 4. 


Fladgate & Co, 


Axztrotr, Cuantzs Janurs, Tavistock sq, Civil Engineer June 1 Foss & Ledsam, Fen- 


church st 


} Thomas Apostle d é 
| NicHouLs, ee eee Essex, Licensed Victualler June 14 





Batmrorp, James, Huddersfield, Joiner May 31 Armitage & Co, Huddersfield 
Barna, Eurty Exizasera, Swansea Juneil Cox, Swansea 

Brapssaw, Saran Any, Liverpool Junell Woodburn & Holme, Liverpool 
Brean.ey, Henry, Clifton, York, Cloth Fuller May 15 Furniss, Brighouse 
Brows, Anprew, Croxdale, Durkin‘ May 21 Emley, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Brown, Ancarsatp, Limehouse June 1 Smith & Hudson, Mark lane 

Brows, Emma Louisa, Willesden Green June1 Twyford, Finsbury pavement 
Cammack, Epwanrp, Formby, Lancs June 2i Quinn & Sons, Liverpool 

Cranke, Taomas, Gammersgill, York, Farmer May 10 Maughan, Middleham 
Coox, Henry, Kington, Hereford, Accountant June1 Temple & Philpin, Kington 
Cours, Epuunp, Leeds, Cloth Salesman May 21 Lupton & Fawcett, Leeds* 

Cours, Mary, Leeds May 21 Lupton & Fawcett, Leeds 

Davis, Witt1am, Bristol June i Press & Co, Bristol 

E.iex, Witi1am, Kentish Town, Builder June15 Saxton & Son, Queen Victoria st 
Evans, Hannan, Birmingham. Jtine 15 Reece & Harris, Birmingham 

Gattey, Rosert, Barton upon Irwell, Lancs July1 Taylor & Co, Sheffield 
Goopcaitp, Heyry, Pentonvillerd June1 Sydney, Aldersgate st 

Hatuisworrs, Saran, Mansfield, Nottingham May 31 Alcock, Mansfield 

Hawges, Cuarwes, Iifracombe, Devon June 24 Rabnett, Birmingham 

Hearn, Witx1am, Nottingham May 3i Alcock, Mansfield 

Hittyanrp, Joszrn, Low Ousegate, York, Wine Merchant June19 H & J R Wood, York 
Horwysy, Sir Eouuxp Gamant, Toyquay June12 Torr & Co, Bedford row 

Howtr, Jane, Blackwell, Cumbrid May 31 Wannop & Westmorland, Carlisle 
Hont, Sanvet Oakes, Leominster May 31 Easton, Leominster 

Honsrati, Mary, Marden, nr Huddersfield June9 Hall & White, Huddersfield 
Jones, Pryce, Llangollen, Denbigh, Surgeon June 1 Minshalls & Parry-Jones, Lian- 


en 
Masnrrer, Taomas, Little Bookham, Surrey June 14 Dawes & Sons, Angel court 
Martruews, Evan er, Llangollen, Denbigh, Grocer June 1 Minshalls & Parry- 


‘ones, 
Minwas-Gasiett, aoe Geratp, Lupsett Hall, nr Wakefield, DLandJP Junel 
Claud Wakefield 


le Leatham 
Moreay, jam, Brilley, Hereford, Farmer June1 Temple & Philpin, Kington 
Momrorp, Matruew James, Wanstead, Essex, JP May 29 Snow & Co, Great St 
EF & H Landon. 
New 


8 
Par, Witt1am, Romford, Essex, Dealer June14 EF & H Landon, New Broad st 
Pym, Wottaston Fray, Caxton st, Westminster June2 Tathams & Pym, Frederick’s 


Susays, Taomas, Southampton June 30 Newman, Southampton 
Tittey, Wiii1aM, Netherton, Dudley, Worcester, Licensed Victualler May 29 Davies, 


Vortxo0T, Crara, Clapham June12 Burch & Co, Spring gdns 
Watts, Rowiaxp Henny, Norwood, Licensed Victualler June 3 Taylor, Lincolo’s inn 


Warers, Jemma, Dover June5 Stilwell & Harby, Dover 

Waurtixe, Wit.14m, Almeley, Hereford June1 Temple & Philpin, Kington 

‘Wonrrurxeton, Aticia Exvizanetu, Derby Junel5 Baxter & Co, Victoria st 

Yeur, Wituram Ricuarp, Newport,I W June5 Hoddinott & Davis, Tower chmbrs, 
Moorgate 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, May 7. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Brap, Euma, 
James, Oldham, Yarn Agent Oléham Pet | 


mr "Ord May 4 
cad gat, Bataan, Butcher Bradford Pet May | 


, Burnley, Weaver Barnley Pet | | N 
Pace, | 


Pet May 5 


May 4 “ord May 4 





OTLEY, WitLiaAM AnTHosy, 
am: Pet May5 Ord 


Lunt, CHARLES la, Baty, Grocer’s Manager Derby 
Pet May4 Ord 
| {> Jonny Cardi, Manufacturer’s Agent Cardiff 


yi Ma: 
; Meex, Cuanrues, Leeds "Laake Pet May 4 Ord May 4 
Bortar Nantwich Nantwich Pet May 4 Ord | Tae Merass AnD Minera Expioration AND oe 
seer Co, Fleet st High Court Ord 


| mesomase, N. Spitalfields, pataing Furrier 
8, Natuan, Spi 
High Court Ord’ Ma: wal 
Ft hed allop, Hants South- 
ERBERT, Lamb’s —— % Holborn, Fishmonger 
3 


Dove, es Ms oe York, Innkeeper May 17 at 11 
Pal. a Fulham May 14 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


ot 
Extwoop, Ayrsoxy Joux, Woore, Salop, eg Victu- 
= oe ese Off Rec, King st, Newcastle 


Fou, 2 S Wandaworth a me May 14 at 12.30 24, 
y approach, London 
Pm. "Jeeme. Preston Montford® Salop. Lanne May 
14at 11.30 Off Rec, 42, 8t John’s hill, Shrewsbury 
Gairriras, WitL1aM, ere Baker May 19at12 Off 
Rec, Liverpool 


35, Victoria st, 
Plumber May 18 at 


Pet April 8 


memes , aa Ord dee Tobacco Dealer Hat, Coaries Weavers, 
Liverpool Pet May 3 Court | Pet Ma: ¥ . 12. , Railway app, London 
a ae "Uaioe Bei dss Mt | ang saan Papas Wap, Dis 
Couzr, Gronoz Wats, Birming’ “Grover B ham | Paver, GW, Beak st, & st, Restaurateur High ! “18 at 12 Ol 
Pea ; r jirming’ . Court Pet April 12 May 5 Hargis, Samus, - May 18 at 12 Off 
Cox, A anew. Battron Walden, Easex, Solicitor — Aurea Holloway, Deover High Oourt Pet Haxrcr, Wiustaa, 2 Leeds, Currier May 18 at 11 Off 
April Park row, Leeds 
Mansy Lavxcs.or. Upper Tooting Wandsworth Ravgit Winsiaay Sherwood, oe Pe Himsunb, Fuxpunce, Sheffield, Pig Dealer May 18.at 3 
April Satuox, Tuomas, Corwen, Merioneths, Chemist Wrex- Figtree In 
eS hmm 's Quay, Flint Chester ham Pet May3 Ord May 3 E Jamns, Tuomas, Mon, Farmer May 17 at 
Hanawsox, Wii.1an, Fas , Oxford, Horse Amended notice substituted for that published in the Of Res, Gloucester chambers, Newport, 
Hesemay, Husny, 7G mm, Outs Merthyr Range, Waeus, Boome Wosamene i ita Dealer Swansea Sours, nail ae ee: Sy Se 
Tydfil Pet May4 Ord May 4 et Nov 23 Ord Dec 15 gl team 6 
Hoones, a Queen's Ferry Builder Joxzs, Wituam Lewis, Anglesey, Flour 
~~ be May 4 » Flint, FIRST MEETINGS. Dealer May 14.at12.15 Railway Hotel, Bangor 
Jounsox, Srpwey Cianx, Leeds, Woollen Manufacturer Locgm, Cuamzs, see Shy ets Tae 


Leeds Pet May1 Ord May i 2.30 Off Ree, Figtree 


— Mars QrdStay Farmer Bangor Bovas, | Winiiaw Heer Porton Stoke upon Treat, Far- 
Jouae, Mouae Owzx Builder Pontypridd under 


Baunes, Bamczt, Rotate, York, Grocer May 18 at No 76, Beskretey ae, 


Mavnvret, Francis Wilts, Farmer Ma: 
17 at 3 Off Ree, é6, Orlekiadeat, Beindon a3 r 


Off Rec, King st, 
Youem, ALrrep, Lain, Mantle - jupeaaaes May 17 








Pet May1 Ord May i CiarTox, aqpenes Witi1am, Luton, Bedford May 25 
Sores, Tusorny, and Sams Jorxen, Gloucester, Tailors at 10.30 Court house, Luton : 4 Perry, Wittiam Newman, West rllow, Hants, Builder 
Gloucester May4 Ord May 4 Crossuzy, Samver Braninoe, lord, Notts, Fruit May 18 at 3.30 Off Rec, 4, East st, 
Laxoutzy, Gzonce Joux, Holsworthy, Devon, Rh 14 at St Peter’s Church | Ruvrix, Avevstz Naro.zos, Torrington pl, 
Decorator Senartaate Pet May3 Ord May3 walk, sq, Manufacturer May 19 at 12.30 Deckvuptey 
Lawzzxcz, Eow. alsall, Fruiterer Walsall Davaee, © Wastes he Azrnur, Connah’s ow Flints May 15 st 
Pet May3 Ord 3 at 11.30 Crypt chmbrs, Gmmeee, 3 eee Commission Agent er 
MtTe Alay 3 Ord ay 9” Ot Crooer Neath | Desi, Eats, At LE we Pa | ron We EP Pater 
a) ’ oy~y® 
Laorp, Joux, and. Tuomas Lewis J Janne Manty, Dore, Exvizaseru, meet © atil Bank- on st, Scarborough ~~ sec sie 
Lomizy, Czerm Py tA st Sh Dovsst., Hesry Gro Stockwell, Builder May 14 at viata Brompton, on, Coal Merchants May ree 
a a 
‘April 10 Gnd May's 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st F ***Afaoxaa, Were Brompton, Col . 
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Waker, Grore Fish Dealer May 1S8at2 Off 


‘Woop, Esrvezer 


Aa yt yg Farmer May 19 et! 
wees, AL ter, Plymouth 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
ABRAHAMS, enum, Bury st High Court Pet March 26 
Ord May 


Borrousr, , + em Yarn Agent Oldham Pet 
Ma Ord May 
Boras, Boel, Bendford, Butcher Bradford Pet May 
Ord May 


8 
eB. _ Ae Brierfield, Lancs, Weaver Burnley 
Pet May 4 Ord May 4 
Brapsuaye, THomas, and Someee| a bap 
Farmers Bi Pet Ord Ap 


Brocxisotox, GeoroEr Samvtt, Biiceh oat. 1m 
ing Jeweller Bi am Pet April 23 Ord April #0 

Cuaritox, Ropert, Newcastle on Tyne, Corn Merchant 
a on Tyne Pet March 13 Ord May 3 

Crags, Wittiam Coomss, .-1 e Victualler 

High Court Pet April'l Ord May 

Gnsain a. Lal AS Cam- 
bri Pet April 13 

Cox. Henry Carew, aor or Walden, Solicitor Cambridge 
Pet April 20 Ord May 

Crane, Harry Lanosior, Upper Tooting Wandsworth 
Pet April30 Ord A; 

pe Jacosow1cz, FaBian, Hatton gan, Pearl Dealer igh 
Court Pet Aug 27 Ord May 7 

E.twoop, Aytnosy Jous, Woore, Sal op. Licensed Vict- 
ualler Nantwich Pet April26 Ord Muay 4 

Grrritns, WILiiaM, , Whe Baker Liverpool 
Aprilzt Ord May 4 

Hai, Cuantes Weavers, Battersea, Plumber Wands- 
worth Pet April28 Ord May 4 

Hasriwson, Wriiutam, Stratton wy Outent, Horse 
Trainer Oxford Pet ays Ord Ma 7S 

Glam, Outfitter Merthyr 


Herrman, Hexry, 
Tydfil Pet Ma ‘May 4 
Huoues, Songen h. a May Ferry, Flint, Builder 


Chester May 4 Ord 

Jonyson, a... ve Kemtigton High Court Pet 
April 12 Ord May 3 

Jonysox, Sypyey Ciark, Leeds, ‘ychamend Manufacturer 
Leeds Pet Mayl1 Ord Ma: 

Jones, Daxirgi, Wood down, 4 Park, Solicitor 
High Court Pet Ap: Ord May 

Jonrs, sri edie Cammarvens, ens Bangor 

J a ee oO typridd, Builder Pontypridd 

overs, Moser Owen, Pon uilder Pon 
Pet April 30 Ord May 1 

Joyner, Timoruy, and , Ae Joyner, Gloucester, Tailors 
Glouc ster Pet May3 Ord May 4 

Layotsy, Grores Jonyx, Holsworthy, Devons, House 
Decorator ie Pet May3 Ord May 3 

Lanenees, Epwarp, Walsall, Fruiterer 


y 3 
Lave, pear, Boscombe, Builder Poole Pet April 5 
5 
LLEWELYs, "Wuasie + ames Glam, Grocer Neath 
Pet May3 Ord May 
oat Joux, and | 4d Lewis we Mardy, Glam, 
Grocers Pontypridd Pet Ma Ord May 3 
some, | Canes Lzienu, Derby A Pet May 4 Ord 


ay 
Macxrntosu, Jouy, oo, Manufacturer’s Agent Cardiff 
Pet May1 Ord May 
Meek, Guanes, Laie "Tails Pet May 4 Ord May4 


Pacs, Hexpert, Lamb’s eye st, Fishmonger High 
Court Pet May3 Ord Ma 

Patmer, Cornetius Grorcr, ww, Somerset, Farmer 
Bridgwater Pet April7 Ord May 3 

Parsons, Ropert, and Arraur Iuirrz, Leicester, Manu- 
facturers Leicester Pet May3 Ord May 3 

-— ae Drover High Court Pet 

y4 


Porter, Heyry Faaxces, Eastcheap High Court Pet 
March 6 Ord Ma 


Sones, Wasen. A ~~ Notts Nottingham Pet 

uy 4 y4 

Satuox, Tuomas, Corwen, Merioneths, Chemist Wrexham 
Pet t May 8 Ord May3 

Srraces, Evizapeta Any, and Groner Avexanper Cray 
Tuomas, West Brom m= Coal Merchants High Court 
Pet March 19 Ord 

Witsox, J H, Manafon, Montgomery, Farmer Newtown 
Pet April 26 Ord May 

Amended notice ret ba for that ~) aan in the 
London Gazette of April 

Jexxins, Evay, Clydach, Glam, lh Victualler 

Swansea Pet April 27 Ord April 27 27 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Dairrr, Isavore, Colebrook, Devon, Clerk in Holy 
Orders Exeter Ad jjud Aug 30, 1890 ‘Anpul April 21 


London Gasette.—Turspay, May 11. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
—- Jom tg Oa Warwick, Collier Bir- 


~~ Pet May6 Ord 
Bau ona See Glamorgan, Painter Cardiff Pet 
Cuarnen Pweg Huddersfield, Draper 


Huddersfield 
Pet April 24 Ord May 5 
Conszasmine, Exuity Lazewsy, Halifax, Dressmaker 
Halifax PetMay8 Ord May 8 


Dawkins, THomas, ee, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 


Pet May6 Ord Ma 
Dercaox, ~~ Whitley, Northumberland, a 
Newcastle et April 22 Ord Ma 


yy yy ymouth Plymouth Pet May 6 Ord 
y 


wrx, New Cross, Builder May 17 aby 
bidgs, Carey st 





Dixox, Warren Bexzamin, Leeds, Commission Agent 
Leeds Pet May 6 oaks” 
Pee oe Lanes, Grocer Liverpool Pet 
Journalist Ban- 
me Op 
Giw James, Maida Vale High Court Pet April 10 


Ord 7 

Gorrrs Massens Jens, (il Jouy shuubes, Lew Coste 
Exeter Tee Meee we 

Se Grimsby Pet May 6 Ord 


Caageees Some, Bunt Costin Quntetl, Innkeeper Car- 

May7 Ord May7 

Hapronst Georce Townsenp, Li Liverpool 
Pet April 27 Ord 6 ules 

Hirwooo, Wit, Dudley Pet May 1 Ord 
May 1 

Hovtr, May8 Oot itay 8” Staffs, Butcher Hanley 
Pet May 8 May 8 

Hvuaues, py ey a Pavenham, Beds, Farmer Bed- 
ford Ord May 7 

Jounson, sennen thiden Lancs Salford Pet May7 Ord 

Jonzs, ey Chester, Upholsterer Chester Pet May 6 
Ord May 6 

may = Jou, Currock, Carlisle, Draper Carlisle 

iaadieg A Ord May 6 
aes M, Bishopsgate st High Court Pet April 10 

Mesenean , Broomfield, Cumbrid, Innkeeper 

Carlisle Pet May 7 Ord May 7 


Nicnots, Cuarves, jun, and Joaw Hararson, Alderman- 
—1 Manufacturers High Court Pet May 


8 May 8 
Norman <_— Cardiff, Baker Cardiff Pet May 
6 Grd May 6 
Patmer, Wineem, Coal Merchant Birming- 
ham Pet May7 May 7 
Raprorp, ene Sgemes a on ~ wae Draper 
an tine Bet Mays ‘Ord Pk 
Rosinsoy, Cuaries pareve, = ewport, I of W, Contractor 
noun A no Jour, Woking, Sarrey, Iro' 
ns, AtrRep Jouy, nmonger 
Guildford PetMay8 Ord 
Surrn, Haney ae, Coston, Cardiff, "pelidee Cardiff Pet 
oven Gaon, Sts Shields Newcastle on Tyne Pet 
May 8 
Srevens, Joay, Plymouth, Ironmonger Plymouth Pet 
8 ACT Onl Sioa ¢ Farnham, Surrey, Fishmonger 
wan, Gonos Fasperick, 
Guildford Pet May 7” Ord May 7 
Wants, Eowi 8, Teddington High Court Pet March 26 
Ord - 
WALKER, m11aM Henry, Coventry, Boot Maker 
Pet 7 Ord May7 
Warsoy, Tuomas Ba A, FY Accountant Sun- 
derland ye omy Ord May 6 
Newcastle on 
Bradford Pet 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Buiaycnarp, Caaatzs Narsaniet, Burgess Hill, Sussex, 
Printer May 18 at 12 Off Rec 24, Railway app, 


Borger, Hzasert poe, Fulham May 18 atl Bank- 
Bors, Wrssax, Bradford, Butcher May iSatil Off 
Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 


Carsnotm, ALEXANDE Casing Town May 18 at 2.30 


Cc = Ha La Bec rd May 18 at 
MANE, BRY NOBLOT, a 
11.30 24, Railway app, Loadon Bridge i 
Dawkins, Toomas, Leicester, Boot Man May 19 
at 12.30 Off Ree, 1, Leicester 
Deas, Joszrn Woop, and Eowrw Cuarves a. Man- 


chester, Merchants May i8at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, 


Manch 
Fisuer, eae Jans, Newcastle on Tyne, Confectioner 
May 2atil Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Fox Bert, Stanton, Glos May 18 at 2.30 Railway 
vesham 


oJ 
Gisson, Jonny, Lines, Corn Merchant May 28 at 
12 Law Courts, ew rd, y 
Go.psworray, Wiuu1am, Da’ General Dealer 
May 27 at 10.30 Off Rec, 13, circus, Exeter 


ae Cares, oe Guiheo Builder May 19 at 3 


Middlesborough 
mar ph 2-% West West Ha Boiler Smith May 18 at 
Off Rec, 


25, John 
—s Samuvew Nevsoy, Pavenham, Beds, Farmer Ma: 
18 at 10 10.30 Off Rec, 1a, St Paul’s sq, Bedford “ 


Glam, Licensed Victualler May 
J J Ww, a lan tkenonn Off Reo, 
ENNINGS, .. Lu 

22, Park ion : 


Junxins, EB Bram Ch 


row 

Jounsox, Sypxey Cuarx » Leeds, Woollen Manufacturer 
19 at 11 on Re Ree, 22, Park row. 

Jonzs, asbury 


angen, Fi oo Solicitor May 21 at 12 
bidgs, Carey st 
Kyient, Groner Murray, ame Tailor May 18 at 11 


in, ‘dam Gane » Grocer May 18 at 12.90 
Le ete tae. 6, Regen ot May 18 at 2.30 





1X 
Bian, Bias, tye eee Nantwich Pet May 6 Ord 


am, Bermondsey, Builder High 

Pet April 9 Ord May 8 

Ciarrow, Faspsrice Witiiam, epee Bedford Luton 
ies Soh Vg, LR 


alias Pet May 8” Ord 3 
Covutssi,, Freperick a mn 


Bramuey, ave 
Court 


Court Pet March 16 Ord May Ord 
annevos, Jovurs Hurev, Mount Charles, nr 
8 Corawail “Datsher Toaster Boot Maa Ord Say 8 


Ord 8 
» Warrer », Leeds, Agent 
re Pa. 6 “ord * inte, Journalist Ban- 
OuN 
gor uae Ord May 6 | 
Pet May6 OrdMayé 
Coen, Caan, SS Pet May 6 Ord 
Grainor sous a 2 eee ee 
8r. 
nae es an Hereford 
Hass, Agraue maicn, Wi 


Jopuaey, Temaat Eccles, Lancs Salford Pet May6 Ord 
a aa Cee Chester Pet May6 
Renesar, ates Been, 2 fegeteten Dealer 
Oe) eee Deinten, Paice High Court 
Meenas, Zee, Cnsseet, Catiate, Reiger Carlisle Pet 
vs atin “Ee May Ont May fo Innkeeper 
Nicsoxs, Cuagues, jun, and Joun Hanatsoy, Alderman- 
bury High Court PetMays Ord Mays : 
wert Maye Baker Cardiff Pet May 
Raprorp, Ricnarp on Tre aay 8 we ity Draper 
‘anvacn, Rewpert W, Contractor 
newton Bet bs hme May 8 
Pet March 2 Ord 
Orae Oeae ye ort iay Newcastle on Tyne Pet 
Sreventes, Wunian, Bristol, Tailor Bristol Pet April 9 


Ls powermt 


Jones, 
Ord 





waz. 2 ne 
vehi paugres sm 
Wray Jone Qos, ewe wets 
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ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Gonos Cotemay Vearr, Cresvenne ipa. Victoria, 
Bows, High Court Adjud Aug 25, 1 Annul May 6 








THE BEVERAGE OF THE PEOPLE. 
Let us glance at the ordinary breakfast beverages of 


Tea, even infused, is only a a. It is 
not a beverage, and, as usually decocted, is 
, trashy, and deleterious. 
wk. even when of the best, and prepared in perfection 
ona find in the East’ where Mohammedans are for- 
by their religion to use alcohol, is only a cardiac 
or heart stimulant. It increases for a short time the 
power of that oe ang being in’ @y sense of the 
word a 


4 


means a 


Fae, 


erage. 
Len aay ef cocoa is ba a : 
igiieh werage. Its good q ties either in the 
or foreign varieties are smothered in starch and 

“be 7 py poneee and promote indigestion. 
Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa . . petins beverage, contain- 
restorers of vitality—Cocoa, Kola, Hops, and 
oo stands out as a puilden up of tissues, a promoter 
pA of and, in short, it has all the factors which make 
health. Being a deliciously flavoured beverage it 
the most jous palate. Its active powers of 
ive cred to the stomach, and ote the flow 


of juice, and, however indigestib le the food taken 
lead ap it acts as a solvent and assimilative. 

All ‘the 1 medical journals recommend Dr. Tibbles’ 

Vi-Cocoa, and H. Haslam writes :—‘It gives me 


pleasure in AaB ah casey > yd to Me Peed of Vi- 

@ mixture of Malt, Hops, Kola, Caracas Cocoa 

Extract. I consider it the very best p ration of the 

kind in the market, and as a nourishing Tarink for children 

and adults the finest that has ever been brought before 

the public. As a — beverage it excels all previous 
ions. No should be without it.” 

Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa, is made up in 6d. packets, and 
Od. and 1s. 6d. tins. It - be obtained from all Chemists, 
praerow | and Stores, or from Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa. 
Limi = 61, -_ ao Bunhill- -row, London, E.C. 


As an leled test of merit, a dainty — le tin 
of Dr. “Tibb FVi-Cooos will be sent free on lication 
toany address if, when wri (a postcard will do) the 


reader will name the SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 
R. CUTHBERT SPURLING, B.A. 





one the J. J. Powell Prize. 
othe ti Newcout, Lincoln’s-inn W.C. 


VERNON HARCOURT, B.A. Oxford 








in_B.C.L., 1895), Prepares Students 

privately for the Bar Examinations.— Particulars * i- 
see ty letter te 1, Albert-atrost, Victoria-square, 8. 

Me. Destey, Solicitor, continues to 

eo pes CANDIDATES, 

seetke t for the SOLICITORS’ and BAR 

Lng enya and FINAL, and 

£I ‘1s. month. 


law,” 17, Brazenose- 


Woe fons Reaminetions. TAKEN Lang LW —For er 
Sot" Hints ob Gniminal Low, hse 
street, Albert-square, 





ARTNERSHIP or SUCCESSION Wanted 
Sy Setieiies (and 29); Cee geetette Soe Seas 





ness for a year before x ae Coutts, Cum- 
berland Park, Willesden Junction, NW 
sou OLACITOR {2 admitted) desires =. 


to Partnership ; Sane 
Ba On Pa hte 16, Lansd0 own-crescent, Bath. 


qa SOLICITORS and Members of Gray’s- 





inn.—Set of Cham bers in Gray’ uare, now let 
eh cetinion court Ww. of execu- 
full nee eapeide, B.C. 





SOLICITORS, er &o.— 

Bedford-row, W.C.To be Let, an excellent First 

Floor of 4 rooms ; mood light.— apply to J.& RB. Keur & 
Co., 37, Albany-street, 


ORT AGE.— Right | Hundred to a a 
Pounds Req 








Thousand bP.--J = ont. = 
oT Jeemal » e, 2, i Wo. 
TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS, SOLICI- 


Tro and Others.—Frechold small House Proper- 
to suit a fund of £10,000; South London 


preferred thly tenancies not objected 
pected ek or inonthly tenance o Beet Horn: 


ANTED, Bs Solicitor (age 26) having 
‘comet £1,200, Clerkship, with view to Part- 


ie © ea town or country.—R. C. A., 
Sons, 


, London-wall, E.C. 





LAY FIRE ching eng aN lal , 114, 
sae aad ay ees 


sp Give that am 
Societ: sis seat tas, aorta 
8 
: the Ist day of June next, bby < 
reso: Ww. was 
passed by the —— majority of the 
an 


ft 





Shareholders 


meeting fo the clause following, 
to be disti ed as Clause 71a, be adopted as a regula- 
tion of the oo = as inserted in the 
Soctety’s Deed of tt immediately after Clause 71 
thereof, the said of tt be read and 
constru : ‘Tia. may ome | 
time to time pay members such interim divid 

B S their aoment the position of the Society 

ies.” 


By order of the Board, 
GEORGE WILLIAM BELL, Secretary. 


RI ‘ENT cons ayy s PLEASURE 
by the 


Steamship “ GARONNE ” (3,901 tons register), 
. from Loxpox a. 1. 


For Norway Fiorpvs and Norra Caps, 
Leaving 23rd June, returning 19th July. 
For Norway Fiorps and Srirzsercex, 
Leaving 22nd July, returning 20th August. 


For Battic Oanat, St. Pererssurc, Stocnsoim, Wissy, 
Corzyuacen, Curistiania, &c. 


Leaving 25th August, returning 23rd September. 
String band, electric light, hot and cold baths, high- 
class cuisine. 





Managers: F. Green & Co.; Anderson, Anderson, & Co. 
Head Offices: Fenchurch-avenue. 


For passage apply to the latter firm at 5, Fenchurch- 
Aves, Lae London, BE. To. or to the West-End Office, 
16, Cockspur-street, 5.W. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Aha MAKERS. 


To Her Majesty, Tet the ee of the 





ROBES FOR QUBEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
and Gowns for a, Town 
erks, and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, Universityand Olergy Gowns 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
M. W. EDGLEY, 40 & 4i, Fleet-st. 


AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. 

M. W. Edgley, 40 & 41, Fleet-st. 
AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. 

M. W. Edgley, 40 & 41, Fleet-st, 
AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. 

M. W. Edgley, 40 & 41, Fleet-st. 


BRAND & CO’S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c., 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
Of all Chemists and Grocers. 


BRAND & ., MAYFAIR, W., & et WORKS, 
VAUXHALL, LONDON, 8.W. 


Law W: 








EPPS's 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 


FOR BREAKFAST AND SUPPER. 














































































SAVE 00 TO 75 PER CENT. 


By Buying Direct from the Manufacturers, 


THE DEED BOX SUPPLY 
COMPANY, 
29, TEMPLE 8T., WOLVERHAMPTON. 


HUNDREDS - 8 BP. \daeatenaes 
March 21, 1896.—From Messrs. Poole & Robinson, 15, Union- 
at London, E.C. 





jap Recean» bombers beh mgprmtem ——— be hapey 
recommend compan -~ our friends who may 
Seine tek Boone Yours faithfully, 
Be — & ag te 
The Manager, ken x ~~ galnaameaeetcies. 
96, Temple-atrect, W 


March 23, 1906.—From Mr. H. =D. Bet, 62, Lincoln’s- 


London, 
Dear Bira,—I have received the aftess Deed Boxes which 
yun hove mote Str'tna,c08 WE ee 
a. 


am Deed Box Supply Company. 








ALPHABET CASE Se doors). 
Best Tinned | 


1 ith Best } 
Spits Lock and 2 nan 4 


Stock Size, 30 by 17 by 14.” 
l £2 108 Od. 


ak 
ALPHABET CASE oe Bie i 


Tinned steel, & 
ver Spring 
and Two Keys. 








Stock Size, 30 by 
by 14. 





JUDICATURE FORM CASE. 


24 CoMPARTMEBTS. 


19 long by 143 wide 
18 deep. ; 
£1 10s. Od, 


12 ComraRTMEeNTs. 


93 long 2 att. wide 


£1 Os. a 


SPECIAL LINES IN BALLOT BOXES. 
REGISTERED FOLDING VOTING SCR 
All kinds of Boxes made and Strong Rooms 
Any of our a mn ad of 


We are — » every Town, ons shall be 
to receive applications from responsible mep 
on Solicifors Accountants &c, 














